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ABSTRACT

This researcb.study analyzes teacher staff,devel4ment programs and their
costs in three large urban school dietricts. All planned aciivities of the .

school'districts involved were classified as ataff development if they fit a basic
dbfinition of staff developmeni., and all costs of these activities were cbmaidered

,

staff development costs, ever if they were part of thd school district's "regular°
budget.

-The school districts studied were selected through a survey of school dis-
tricts serving the 75 largest U.S. cities,,and they were chosen' becAus, they
were respectively hilh, medium, and lowAn theirapparent level of staff develo0:-'
ment activity. Because of a lack of researchInd analysis conaerning the ,

ities of staff development' practice in the litersture,,the, study was dasigned to'
provide a basic overview.nf these,realities,Jntending to suggest more focueed
airections,for subsequent research and tor poi-4y analysis-.

The study revealed patterns of staff development activity and resource allo-
cation that contradicted conventional wAsdom.about how staff development is con-
ducted. In all three diatricts, the actual costs of staff development were fifty
times more than most bchool district staff estimated. Mese significant costs
resulted partly from the "hidden cost" of teacher and administrator time for
staff development activity--time that Was seen by school district dtaff as part
of the school district's regular budget. Another factor obscuring the extent of
dtaff development activity was that responsibility for staff development.in each
district was dispersed among_a large numlier of people and depaqments: Middle .

lelitel managers controlled'largely autondinoue activitiei, and few attempts were
made to coordinate staff development among these dilerse actors. Frequently
staff development leaders were linawlire of the activities ortheir co;leagues,
even when these activities placed demands.of time and ihgrgy.on the same teachers.
In general, offices designated to,coordinate staff development played I minor
role in this swirl of activity.

Staff development activities in each district had accumulated over time,
often in responst to'other factors (federal funding opportunities, fund cutbacks,
organisational politics, teacher contract negotiations,.etc.). Thus, the neture
of staff development activity in each .district was noe primarily the'Yesult of
conscious policy, although marked differences in'pr.actice were apparent across
the three,distrdcts. One major difference was the extent io which school-based,.
.staff development was encourageA (as opposed to stafl development entirely con-
trolléd by central-office adminihtrators). The report analyzes factors that.en-
courage or dtscourage such school-based activity.' .

-

Another marked difference was in the use of four monetary incentives+for
teachers to participate in staff development: substitute rtlease time, stipends,
sabbaticals, and salary increases for completing educational eburses and workshops.
.0ne district relied heavily on salary increases for educational couraework. An-
,
other relied heavily on stipends to encobrage teacher participation. In-perticular
schools, a high level of participation in staff development occurred during sala-
ried wirk time.. The" report analyzes the reasons for and implicatides of varibus
monetary schemes to support staff development.

After reviewing patterns identified ilkmthe three school districts, the re-

port discusses research and policy implications of the research,. One major con-
clusion is that the yeak pofitical poeition of staff development and the con-
straints operating on'school districtsmake substantial reform of actual
staff development practice unlikely in the near future. \
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SICTWN 1: ''BTUDY RAT1ONAL4

r tO. sponsorship of Th Ford Fdundation, Designs fqp

4ange #onduCtod a research'study from 1976 to 1978 of staff devel-
(.4

opment ptograms and their associated costi itt three large urban

school district.. The primary/purpose of this research was the de-

volopment-of a hendbonk1 to.guide educators and citisens interested

in performing similar analyses in their own school districtS. The

research revealed patterns of staff development and resource,allo-

cation in the. thlze school districts that contradicted some,conven-

tional wisdom about how staff development is conducted. This re-
tr

'port first describes the patterns of .steff development and resource

allocation we found,in the thre4 districts in soma detail and analyses

those patterns across the three disfricts. We then vjil discuss the

implications of bur investigation for public policy and for subse-

quent research. Bdfore discussing the research methods and findings,

./ we'briefly describe the perspective on staffileVelopment and school

district opetations that guided our riksikarch.A

Study Rationale

In designing the research, we were guided by certain theoretical
. .

and empirical woris on,ftaff develapment-and school district opera-
-.-,

dtions. We concluded that there is an increasing interest in staff

development, but no clear consensus of what staff development is s

nor evAence showing what co stitutes effective staff development.

Most literature on staff dela' opment is prescriptive, suggesting re-

forms'in currenepractice withrGirying conceptu4lisations of the

term's breedth. Research on staff developmet-pra.ctice is scant

and evaluation it, virtually. nonexietent. The lack of consensus

Ifabout what sta f development is and lack of evidence about what it should

be present 'serious obstacles for the reiorms urged by its critics.

4.
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. VI concluded that other serious borr$Ors extst to changi in

districts have stabilising

patterns of organisational ac-

staff development practices. School

forces that strongly resise486anget

tivity tharhave.beeome routinised; interest groups committed to

continuing current practices; And a general lack of communicstion,

coordination, and inspection qg organIsational activityv Moseover,

school districts face severe fanancial constraints from dclining

enrollment, inflation, and increasing personnel costs that affect

the possibilities for ctange in-staff development practice. .

Below, we wil). look at each of these problems in turn:, Our
_

intent is not to present a comprehensive review of literature on

staff development and school change, but rather to clarify the

point of Iiiew that guided our research design.

Tliere Is an Increasing Interest in Staff -4
Development But No Clear Consensus
about What Staff Development I.

The increasing intereirin staff development tn,the last te:1/

years is partly attributable to the Aeclining student population and

the toncomieant increase in the seniority of the teacting force. Be-.

cause fewer new teachers are entering the work force, preserlice teacher

education has ceased to be a major means for -stimulating'school change.

Thus, while there is a long history of inservice teacher education,

only in the 1970s has inservice.reciived a great deal of attention.

Distinctions between "staff development" and "insetvice" are,

not clear and numerous definitions of the two abound in the literature

and in school practice. For some educators the two are virtually

synonymoUs. However, in some school districts, trAditions of prac-

tice have led peopli to maks clear distinctions between the two (e.g.,

inservice is what ocsurs on special "inservice days" and staff deyel-
.

opmentoecurs when a specialist gives a workshop). We use thee

terms interchangeably in this report.

Traditions of Staff Development Practtice

Various traditions of thinking and practice about inservice

generate ceskain types OE inservice ectivities,which oftin exist

side-by-side in a school district. We have identified,ix tradi-.

0
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Wine f practice thdt bave inspired a significant amount of iaff

developmAt activity in local ichool diettictst

'e Teadiler education i Mandated changes

khool district inservice Teacher centers and.adviiories

Suiervision Organisation development/sociology
of ar1inisa0Ons.1111 e

Identifying the impcittant features of inservice programa guided

.by ach tradition has helped us develop a comprehensive approach to

identifying inservice activities in local sch400l districts.

'reicher education. For many years, collegei and universities-

have carried out teacher education programs. Faculty members tra-

ditionally concentrated on preservice teacher education programs

while offering graduate courses to'exPerienied skhool teachers. Re-
.

cently, universities have placed greater emphasis on *rkingswith s*-7

parienced teachers, often moving the site of inservice experiences

from the universiiy t? the school dIstrict. However, the charac-

teristics of university course work have been largely preserved de-

spite these changes in location:

Thera have lieen two basic philosphical approaches underlying

inservice provided within the teacher education tradition: 'the be-

hrioristic(including competency and pe orMance based teacher edu-

cation)
2

arp:i the humanistic.
3

.The forTnJ approach emphasizes the ac-

quiieition Of specific pedagogical skills whilei the latter emphasizes

the holistic growth of the teacher a a person and-a pedagogue. Strict
3 *

adilerents to these two approaches view them As antithetical in theory

and practice.

School district inservics. While schoOl district inservice

varies considerably among school districts, it has traditionally

consisted of workshops offered on certain specified deys each year,

as prescribed by 'either the state or the schdol district. More re-
.

cently, some school districts have also established inservice courses

and workshops for teachers that are modeled'on inservice education

courses offered by colleges and universities.

Usually schoo) aistrict curriculum specialists (sometimes using

outside consultants) plan and conduct these inservice sessions for

-f



v

teachori. These sessoions are frequently focuied on specific sub-
_ _

Jett areas and simediet large groups of teachers (e.gy, all high

school social studies teachers,in the district). They ars often

related ki ihe introduction of new curricula.

;Intl* ttention in the'literature on staff developeent has

been paid to eahool district inservice prOgrams.4
A

#

Supervision. It has long been recognised that the supervision'

of teachers by principals, curriculum spicialises, etc provide an

---oppbytimity-ftif staff-development. Dominant iheory abOut suPervision

.has undergone a change in ;he last two decades, from awe:aphasia on
% f

inspection and evaluation to an emphasis on helping teacher's analyse

instruction arid supporting teachers in improving their-teaching per-

formance, Co

tion'of indi

formats ..for this assistance have includid observe-

teachers in the classroom, departmental meitings

in individua schools or across schools, and formal workshops. The,

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development is a major pro-

ponent of a humanistic approach to the supervision of teachers..5
%

This approach to supervision raises difficult problems of re-

conciling dual responsibilities of inspection and assistance. Fur-

ther, as reflected in sociological studies cited later, most super-

visory relationships within scho9l districts are not in fact charac-

terized bY eithpr.close inspection or intensive assistance.

MAndated changes. This relatively rcent tradition ncentrates
on the implementation of ed4cational changes mandated by courts,

state governments, or the federal government. Such staff develop-

medi expefiences are frequently related to enhanCing equal ed'uca-

tional oppo?tunity for reci'al minorities, ethnic minoritiesi low-

income" children, handicapped children, or females. Human relations

.training as part of school desegregation and training in the de-

velopment of individual educational pitons for handicapped children
6

are examples of this tradition of staff development practice.

lids type of staff development most frequently consists of work- ,

shops and on-site consultation. Such assistance is frequently provided

by central office depirtments set up spealfically,to deal with a parti-
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cular atpect og. 1104ogiltional oluity (444 Ms !WW1 of bilingual fdilettj011),

'Alobough.this form of siaff development has increased rapidly,

'Alti,Pk hes loan written aboet it el eñeral phenomeeon;

t ii
Isy . . . ' . ,' '..,
, . , );

l'

le.
,

' #6.''-fp

.",Teachelvtadsoris. -sTiachar centers.and qvisories L , .

grew Initially out of the effort to'implement open educitioi in ale-
. ..

isenO* schools. They have attempted to, apply the same philosophy to

teicher staff development- as,they esPouse,for student learning: on

amp:basis ongChoice and,volunteerism and on learning by doing.

teatharcenter is a rasponsive.-supportive4 non-threaten-.
lug environient'thht promotes 'sharing and a sense of.com- 4
OUnity, models nil/ possibilities, promotes the active ex-
Iaoration of materials, and mphasites the atudy'of chil7. :

dreh's leerning as the basil: for teachers' professional de-
vellipment..j. teacher center-is alio.a conCept that demon-
,s;Eafes the value of teachers taking moie responsibility '.,
for their-own staff development end fosters.teachers' under-.
standingalore about how children learn.7

Several distinct.approachesllave evolved within this tradition.of

practice. 011 approach laphasigts establishing a Olace-4.tescher'

centerwhere tetchrs.Cio c606*pluntasily to make learning Mit471:01e*

participate in workihops,-ind talk with other teachers. Anothii, aps, ..-

,

Y, , 4,

iproach emphasiz

f
MI. need-for a skilled abisory to. work ilieteghle,class-

room with tea C ers;.ihe-advisory apOroach-sometlime's Sivas attention

to the social organizatibhsof:the school es it either supports or

hinders teacher growth. : ... 4, 4

Orwization.developrii;t/sociplogy of orivinisation. Many ,of the -
'N

traditions oi staff development Practide diec'ussed above place pri- ,AT
. .

mary'emphasis on the-growth of the individual teacher and ignore Or

,-downplay the importance of.the social context in,shaping.the possipi- .-

lities for individual teachers to change,. "rhe folloWin& definitioris tif

staff development,, for examPle, ralect this'focus on the individuii.

A meaningfal inservice program-11.4one in Which,training
is dfx'ected toward teachir peiformInce 04.4, of immedi-

8ate relevance'to teachers' everyday professional experience.

The professional growth Model I have in mind invol*k-
chree major comiments: attitude*, pedagogrcal skills,
and substantive knowledge. It is these eromenti which
taken together comrrise the crittcaldimensions of in-
seivice ducation.Y



More recently, conceptions of inservice !tave frequently been broaden'

to take into apcount tbe impact of the eocial organisation of schoils

and school districts. For Limas, the Teacher Corps has developed.
,s

a moderof inservice teacher educetion (IS mh4Fk they define

aeOfollows:

a

r

It appears at presenf that there if. four major.dimenslons
that take the form of.systeur thft link together to form
the operating stricture which is ISM The.four systems
are:

, 1) The_.

(2) The SubstantiVe'System
(3) The Delivery System
(4) The Modal Syetem

The governance system is comPosed of the decisioA=iaking
s gctures-which legitimise activities and govern them.
T '-bstantive system is comptised'of the content end
pro ess of ISTE and deals-with whet is learnid and how
,it is learned. The deli/Mry system is made up .of'intin-
Lives, interfaces between trainees, trinef's, and train-
ing, and sraff. It deals with motivatidn, access, and
relevance to the'role of the individual professional.
The modal system cotIsists of the'forms of UTE, ranging)
from sabbaticals'abroad to intensive on-site institutes.
These modes ire the envelopes in which ,ISTE ittdeliverAd.

A recently influential coneeption of staff development that am-

phasizes the importance of the organizational COntext is derived

fiom fhe Rand Corporation's Change Agent Study. The authors argue

that the s.tudy:

4

...presents a 'fundamentally different view of staff de-7
velopment or inservice education from that typicalfY found
in the literature or in practice. The study moves away from
a traditional view of.staff development at a concern about
the governance, financing, staffing, delivery, and reward
structures for "those workshops" or as a.problem of tech-
nology transfer. Instead, the Rend studi emphasizes learn-
ing. for prdfessionals as part of ongoing program building
in. an organizational. context. This view of staff develop-
ment is one of the most important implications of the study.,

Viewing staff development in the context of program build-
ing also helped,shift staff development from,a deficit model
where teachers are seen as nefding inservice.because they
lack professional skilli....Abough educational.tesearch de-

-16-
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'eloped over twen6-five years has not resolved the dilemma
Of. whet_conetitutes good teaching, deficit-Imodel outside sx-,
ports or central office specialists often act as though they
knov,11

We use the.term staff development instead of inservico be-
cause it ulamits a different approach to involvement, one

__that considers tho effects of the whole school (the stA(f)
on the'indiVidual (the teacher) and the necessity for Icing-
term growth Possibilities (develbpment).12.

Mere pre many different schools of thought about analysing.the
. .

dynamiCs of organisations, and the Rand aPproach dtaws.heavily from .

--i-parfiC4ar 2601 of organiittional analysis'. In describing a_

desirfile
a.

form.of staff developiont, tile authors are strongly in-

fluenced by the organisation deVelopment tra4ition, which emphasises

the importance of participalon as a key strategy for improving the

effectiveness of organizations.

In fact, the organization developMent.tradition has influenced

most staff development program* that have approached staff develop-

ment from an organizational perspective a, opposed to an individual

perspective. /n its pure form, the organization development ap-

proach downplays the specific teaching practices and new curricula

that have been the focus of other traditions of staff development

pra6tice. Instead, organization development specialists emphasize

changing such aspects of organizational process as communication and

decision-making.
13

Some.approaches to school improvement Nave combined this am-
yl?

phasis on organizational process with the introduction of specific

instructional stratewies. One of the largest such efforts is In-

dividuaIly Guided Iducation, a comprehetiive scheme for introdpcing

indiVidualized student instruction and revamping the school's social

Orianizition and decision-making process.
14

A Pragmaqc Definition of Staff Development

We wishet to carry out a study that would accurately describe

all ihe activities being carried out in local school districts.that.

could be considerea staff divelopment. Given the vaiied traditions



of staff deAliopment practice discussed above, ve ;sated to employ

a basic working definition that vas brofil enough toxencompass all

9of these traditions of practice. Thus, for the purposes of the re-

search, we adopted a pragmatic definition of staff developmeni, as

follchest

Any schoolAdistrict activity that is intinded partly or
primarily to pre are paid staff mambos for improved

. performance in p esent or possible.future roles in the
school distri

Such a broad definition allowed us to look at thistaff de-

velopment activities initialed by the central IMO. Staff of the

school distrActs; the activities initiated by principals, teachers,

and others at the local school butadings; the activities, vorkshops

courses; programs, etc. involving c011eges and universlities with dia-
l'.

trict teachers; as well as special advisory and teacher center projects.

In Section 2 on research methods, we will discuss the limits of this

definition in its application during our research. 9 )

There is No-Clear Evidence about What Constitutes
EffecVve Sraff Development

We have identified a number of reviews Of the literature on

staff development, including reviews of staff'development research

and evaluation studies.

The major theme of these articles is 'that stiff development is

poorly conceptt4ized and that Very littli,competent research,has

6een done.about staff development. A general literature review con-,

ducted by tHe National Education Association comments on the dis-

organized nature of writing about staff development:

0 iobsly there is a multitude of concerns being treated
in inservice education programs. That fact is a plus.
The reports kdll certainly help-anyone looking for-ideas.
On the other hand, the reports reflect a disarray, a
hodgepodge. In most programs little attention is given
to formulating a comprehensive concept of inservice
education. Too often, objectives ari narrow and.unrslated
to a larger purpose or rationale. The bulk of the programs
re of short duration and attack a single topic. Most pro-
grams are either remedial--for example, the§ prepare teach-
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era to deal solo effectively with the critical problima
of the disadvantaged, of making intestation work_or of
upgradiffig the teaching of eubjects.;-or they intro-
duce,eaw wtinklis such as the inquiry approach, an em-
phasis on ef!active letrning, or different arrangements
of content. Such proirams are undoubtedly needed nd
the reports indicate successful achivement of purposes.13
The approach 41,piecemeal. And the.resubt,is patchwork.

The Teacher Corps has also conducted a comprehehsive review of Otis

literature and,reached similar conclusions. Of over 2000 books, ar-

ticles, reports, and unpublished papers revie,ted, they found that,

"only a handful are of a higher-order at generality" and "only a
"46few deal with a review ofsliterature or research. . Only one re-

search review was considered,mpetent, deppite the fact that it was

"rather primitive scientifiFally.

Subsequent to the Teachers.Corps; general review of liptrature

on staff development, McDonald ummarised the status of research and

evaluation concerning itaff development by saying he had found,"prac-

tically no evaluation data on inservice progr.la s."18 He argues that .

this lack of evaluation stems from a widely shaied ass mption that

continuing tnservice for teachers is unquestionably necessary and
,

worthwhile. Concerning the inservice courses offared by colleges

and universities, for example, he states:

...policy makers believe that cOntinuing Oiication for
teachers iji an activity of unquestionid wotth. The
system has,strong support: becauserit represets an in-
direct subsidy of, universities and colleges. In other
words, it is a matter of public policy that teachers con-
tinue to acquire educational credits through their profes-
sional career. When such public policy decisions have been

litl,tade and have been in place for decades, it is not surpris-
ing that tht consequences of these decisions hive not been
evaluated.1/

Given the concensus of these major review articles concern-

ing the dearth of empiri4l information about staff development and

concerning the strongly prescriptive nature.of most writing about

staff development, we felt that it was both necessary and important

to conduct a descriptive study that woula document the extent and



natur\of staff development experiences actually being carried out in a

representative group of large urban sChOOl diStricte. A hava Used

cost analysis is a major tool in pursuing this (Objective, because the

xpenditure f money is.a good indicator of where effort is actually

being concentrated.'

In conducting * descriptive study, wi wer unable to assess the

quality of specific stpff development xperiences. A agree with

McDonald's plan for the'evaluation of staff development xperiences,

whiiO Involves assessing the following:

(I) 6i degree to 'which teachers eccept the program,
.believe it'is beneficial-to them and become sufficiently
involved in the program that they become in effect tU-
dents of their own behav,ior....

(2) 4the xtent to which the trainees understand how and
why the training program has been designed'the way it has,
and why and how the effects of the program are being oval-

. uated in the way in which they fre being evaluated....

(3) the direct ffect on classroom performalle (the
adoption of the new materials, procedures, etc.)...

(4). the extent to which changes in teacher peOformanct
had a meisurable effect on pupil learning'or behavior:10

We hope th'at the present study can help provide an understandAng

of the overall configuration and context of ftaff development that

will allow focused eviluations of specific staff development ef-
,

forts to be conducped more fruitfully: .

Four...prganizational Models of Educational
4ystem8 Help U. Understandftthe
Nature of Staff Development

As stated earlier, thinking about staff devq.opment has been

dominated by a focus on the individual, arid the importance of or-

ganizational context has been 13layed down. More recently, theie

has been an increased interest in the impact of the Organization in

shaping staff develqpment and its consequences; however, ihe intro.

duction of organizational concerns into the analysis of staff de-

velopment hai drawn primarily on the organizaion development tradi-

tion. Organization development--with its emphasis on increased parti-
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cipation in organisational lasisiontakingiorottleona of a number

of perspectives that cen bp used to illuminati tius impOrtance of or-
.

jantsetiopel variables in shaping staff developmen practice.%

Altudents of organiaatilIns have identified four major traditi6s
,

.of organisational analysis that are of potential use in understanding
,)

itaff development. Ilmore has cogently summarized these fout ways

of viewing organisations and thp perspectives they suggest about the

process of policy implementation.21
. I. .

1. Thifsystems management modil is biased won the normativa

aseumptions_of the rattonil4 goal-directed_behavior of hierIrchIcally
,.

structUred 4rganisations: Implementation consists of deliberate

planning, pdoification of actions. , and control of operatIons.
4

446

2. The organizational processea model (or organisation .de-

velopment model) is based upon normative assumptions about optimal

organizational functioning. Its premises include the following:

Organizations should function to satisfy the basic psycho-
logicil and social needs of individuals for autonomy and
contr over their own wark, fof participation in decisions
affe ing them, and for commitment to the purl:49es of the
org Zation....The best organisational structure is one that
minimizes hieratchical control and distributes responsibility
for decisions among all levels of the organlsatiori....The
implementation process is necessarily-one of consensus build-

- ins and accommotdation between policy makers and implementors.
The central problem of implementation is not whether imple-
mentors conform to prescribed policy but whether the imple-
mentation process result; in consensus on goals, individual
autonomy, and comm tment to policy .on the part of those who
must carry it but. \4

3. The bureaucratic_procesa model is largely descriptive,

viewing organizational behavior in terms of "irreducible discretion

exercise4 by individual workers'in their day-to-day cicisions an

the.operating routines that they develop toilaintaih and enhan

their position in the organization....power in organizations tends

to be fragmented and dispersed among'imall units exercising re-

latively, strong control over specific tasks within'their sphere of



auther4ty.....All proposals !or change are Audgml by organisational

unitp in term' of the degree to which they depart from established

patterne."23 A major content of theipeople in the organisations is

"h6 40 to control the strew) end complexity of day-to-day vork...(which
6

iritiuces) a whole eet.of informal routines.:.(calX") 'coping me -

ohanisms.'"',
24 .

11.

Implementation consists of identifying where discretion
is concentrated, whiCh.of an Organisatines repertoire
of routines need changing, devising alternative routines
that represent ttie.intent of policy, and inducing org2pi-
satiOnal units )to replace old, routines with new ones."

4. The confkict and bargaining liodel that views organise-

tions,as bargaininCeoalitions in which:

...indivIduals'and subunits With specific interests com-.
pet* for relative advantage in the exercise of power and,
theAillocation df scarce resources....Formal position in
the hierarchy of an organisation is onlyone of a multi-
tude of factors that determine the distribution power.
Other factors include specialized knowledge, control of
material resources, and the ability to mobilise external

A 4.. political support....Decision making in organizations
consists of bargaining within and among organizationalA
units. Bargained decisions are the result of covergence
among.actors with different preferences and resources....
Implimentation consists of a complex series orbargainedi.
Ocisions reflecting the preferences and resources of
,Orticipants.26

Eoi Elmore, each of these models has advantages and disadvantages

A' in condeptualizing the natura/k organiz ional functioning and the

inlementationtof organizational change. lie does not.view them as

rival hypotheses, but instead suggests thit:

...applying different models to the same set of events
illoWs,us to distinguish certain features of the imply-
mentation process from others. In fact; every imple-
minting agency probably has a set of management controls,
a firmly entrenched collection of operating routiees,
some process for eliciting the involvement of implementors,
and a set of internal and .external b rgaining relationships.
The important question is not whethe these ilements exist
or not, but how.they affect the implementation process....27

0

A
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Our own prOvitma imperious in studylit organisations is 'consistent

with Ilsore's advice, agd it is this multiple perspective approach

that has *hoed the design of the study and the interpretaiion of

study. data.

'( The .systems management model emphasises the formal structure of

the organisation being studied. Formal organisational stnosctuee at

the central office and school level is the basic orienting device

for the study. WS have systepatictaly sought to identify all se-
*

tivit;es of varioile formal.units of the school district thit tit ONX

e definition of staff development. However, we find the rationpl systems.

management model of an organizatioh b itself inadequate to explain

the organiiatioial behavior we observe in schoiol districts, so we

turn to alternative models to enrieh our understanding.

The organizational process or organization.development model

emphasizes the nature of:datision-making participation by people re-

sPonsible for implementing policy as a key determinant of whether

new ideas are carried out_ in practice. A key focus of our research

has been to identify thoSe persons.who make the decisions in plan-

ning staff developpentAxperiences and carrying them out, and thus

to understand system-wide patterns of decision making about staff 0e-

velopment. However, we' art also cognizant of some serious limitations

of the organization development model as either a descriptive or pre-

scriptive model.4. Both our own research concerning public schools and

the research of others indicatedthat increased participation in de-

cisión making does not neceisarily lead to improvements in the quality

of services to children.
28

Further, the organization deveioOment

model fails to anal417 some obvious feetures'of organizational life,

such as the importance of routines in.stabilizing organizational ac-,

tivity and thi role of conflict 1.n decision making. -
Also, the organization develoPment model focuses attention on

only two sets of actors: ,the system managers who want a policy car-
.

ried out and the front-lini.staff members who ant responsible for

carryihg it Cut. The model does not deal adequately, for example,

with the'role of the clients pf the organizationparents and stu-

dents. Thus, we turn to two ottier models for additional conceptual
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tools in 4tderstanding local school-districts ad'orsanisations.

The bureaucratic process model emphasises thi orieniastionel

,routines that are devinpeeto'regularise work within thseorsani-
i

sation and the discretion exercised by individual workers and work

units. This model has piciven the most useful of the four for the

purposes of this study. V. Ave found it productive-to employ the

concept of ,organisational...roqttnes as a central one in the study.

Our baslc !method oC Investigation is torideritify and afialyst *11

organisational routinti thet fits our deinition of,staff develeipment.

T: Further,- the emphesis-of the-bureaucratic-process model tut

discretioti 'exorcised by individual worktrs and work groups fits well

with our data from a pilc4 investigation and became critical in sub-

sequent analysis. Several previous investigators have emphasised

the important role of discretion in temperirig the implementation

of policy in school districts. In his study of school teechers,

Lorfie concluded that there is remarkably low interdependence among

organizational units in schools and remarkably high independence

of role and autonomy of tfundtion. 29 Weick characterizes 'schools as

loosely.coupled systems in which organizational units: .

...are somehow attached, but...each retains some idtntity
and separateness and...their attachment may be circum-
scribed, infrekuent, weak in its mutual affects, unimpor-
tant, Ind/orilow to respora....Loose coupling also car-
ries connotations of impermitilence, dissolvability and
tacitnees all'of which are potential cruc al propiarties
of the "glue" that holds organizations tog

Weick observes that "an organization's structure is not coterminous
, -

with its activity'A 31
i.e., that what school people actually spend

their time doing is not necessarily what one might expect from the

organization's forma/ structure. This observation fits our data

extremely yell.
.

Another important aspect of discAtion within school districts

is that the superior of a given school person characteristicallpdois

not closely oversee the specifits of'their subordinat'e's work. Meyer

and Rowan describe a "logic of confidence" by which:

4
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...higher ltVels of *the systesilisimis tiat jiwit is going on
at loofa levels makei.sense,and conforms to rules, but avoid
inpeoting-ft r -discover-and- tesumw-responsibility-forJ11--
consistencies.

Parties brin toArach other 64 tiken.rfor-granted good faith
assumptidn-t at the otheras in-faot-oarryi4-out-his
fined activi -/The-community and the Board have confidence
in the Superi ancient, who has confidence in the Primcipal,
who has confidence in,the teachers. None id these people
can sal what the otItor dots ot.produces.,.. but ths pluisibilfty
of.theii activity requires that they have confidence in each
other.33

A

All of these aspe4ts of "discretion" or 'loose coupling" ware AM'

tremely useful to us in formulating our research plan after. a pilot'

investigatioh and in interpreting our tate.

The fOurth organisational model, the conflict and bargaining

model, focuies attentiOntion the ways that bargaining and conflict be-

tween interest groups (teacheri unionsk-central office administrators,

parents, school board factions, etc.) shape the nature of staff de-

velopment. And.we found features of the staff development activity

within school districts that are analyzed most productively as the

result of such bargaining processes (e.g., the nature of systems

for increasing teachers' salaries when they complete university

course work).

Thus, we have taken elements from each of the four models de-

scribed'by,Elmore in designing the study-and in ihterpreting the re-
,

slating data, as will be spelled out in sebsequent sections.

The Costs of Staff Development
Merit Careful Analysis.

There are several reasons why it is important to study the

costs of staff development. Fifst, as stated earlier, idTltifying

patterns of expenditure is &telling wAy. to understand the real

priorities of an organization.

Second, school districts are.facing financial stress'caused

by declining enrollments, inflation, and increasing personnel costs.
34

If new staff development programs are going to be carried out in

4
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. financially-pressed school districts, it mill be essential,to under-

,stapd the costs of both present and planned programa.

Thus, after identifying ihe organisational activities that fit

our definition of, staff develoOment, we have analysed the costs of

carryinAlkut these activities.
) :A

§ummary_

We have seleimively reviewed some research literatur on staff .

developmerit and on the functioning of organizations to clarify some

key ideas that have shaped our study design. These ideas are as

follows:.

1.--c, J4 several distinct traditions of staff development
Thus, we have employed a broad definition td .

st lopment that helps us identify all activities
within a school district intended to prepare staff mem-
bers for improved performance in present or possible future
roles.

Little research or *valuation hat been conducted concerning
staff dvelopment and there are ,po compelling research find-
ings about what constitutes effective staff development.
Given this limited knowledge base, we concluded that a study
documenting the nature and extent of staff developm*pt ac-
tivities in a representative group of school distriets would
constitute an important contribution to the understpding,
of staff development.

.

Four organizational models of the educational system can
each help us in understanding important dynamics that /

shape staff development activity: the systems management
model, the organizational process (or organisational de-
velopment) model, the bureaucratic process' model, and the
conflict and bargaining model. We have drawn from each
of these, four models in designing this study and inter-
preting the data. From these models, we iteve drawn such
key concepts as formal organizational structure, patterns
of decision making, organizatIonal routine, discretion,
and bargaining among interest groups.

Analyzing the costs of staff development is both an effec-
tive way to understand its actual configuration and a
critical policy issue, given the financial constraints
that school dIstricts now experience. Thus, we have de-
veloped methods for analyzing the cbsts of the staff de-
velopment activities we have identified.

In Section 2, the reader will see how these key ideas are

incorporated into the design of the study.

r
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SECTION 2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

e
Dssisp Considevitions

Our initial purpose in inveatigating staffilevelopment pro- .

grams and their costs 4to construct a method for educators and* e

_ analysing the staWdevelopeint pt;eis-ipitl their--

own school diatricts. In the resulting handbook (Rethinking Staff

Development), we have fplained this methodology in great detail,

so that educators or citizens, with some help from a cost accountant,

could conduct'a similar investigation.
35

'The reader who is Ottir-

ested in replicating our methods should consult this handl5ook.

In this section, we have 1:41,0Aded an overview of the important

points of the research methodology; we have presented specific in-

terview schedules and analysis forms in Appendices B to G.

Of course, the implementation of the study plan did pot unfold

as smoothly as the next steps described below might indicate. Be-

csuse'of our past expariences in studyipg complex .organizations,

we were not surpiised to find in the three school districts pro-
,

nounced differences in organizational structure and quality of pro-

gram and financial fecdrds that required adjustments in our plans.

However, the overall description below accurately reflects the
.

major research steps,employed in the three school districts, al-

though we have not described details of the adjustments that were

necessary to deal with specific problems along the way.

An Operational Definiiion of Staff evelopment

As explained in Section 1, we decided it was essential to adopt

a very clear operational definition of staff development to apply

to t three school districts, since the school people themselves

wouleprobably hold to quite varied definit ons even within the

same district. We did not want to limit our investigation only to
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those activities that'individual schea.people customarily calla

staff development._ Thus.. we defined,staff developeent es:

any school district activity that is intended partly
or primarily to prepare paid staff uembers for Op-
proved p4foraance -in.present or,possible futUre 'role,
in the ool district,.

Sveral ob ctions might be raisid to this definition.% First;

some of the a vities that fit pur definition satisfy.uve than. Ok
one objective of the'school distritt. For exampl work of

cUrriculUm pecialists often involves a complei.mixte of stiff

development, curriculum develbpment, and day-to-day alpistration.

V. believed that this complexity shoild'be clierty,ackup46400

in analysft-rtilf development, but tliat'activiiiii0fiih'i;n-impor- _-

tint staff development .asOect sheuld not beViecounted because

they also fulfillilther objectives. Even the most contervitive

use of a reesOnable staff develop*Ent definition will higfilight

many activities that had not been previously considered as staff

development, yet ahould be.

Second,'Someohe may object that a certain actiVity should

not be thought of as staff development because it is carried out

wchanically or incdmpetently. For exigie, procedures fof re-

viewing teacher performance through cliNfroom visitgly t pren-

cipal often becoms'an empt3i administrative routine. "%waver, this

actility, whether it is :Aking carried out well Or ilioorly, it in

Bart an effort to improve staff performance-and is consuming time,

energy, and money. Thus,- the Ideiltification of all activities ih-

tended to improve staff performance is *n important initial step

that should precede an evaluation of their quality:

Third, someone might protest that an activity outwardly in-.

tended to improve teacher Performance is In fact fulfilling other

purposes. For instance, some school administrators and teachers

feel that school districts' systems for awarding salary increases

for completing educational courses has becom a fringe benefit for

teachers, rather than a mechanism for:staff improvement. We beA

lieve that if the real purposes for certain activities have' changed,



eifipm'Sbey ars publicly justified as staff development, It is impor-

tant to identify them. Thus we have considered such activities ai

part of staff development.

ilome.Ltcits-ikncnlOLamuatjLonl._JCLpgkgttijn

In applying our definition in specific school districts, Ve

needed to spell out some clear operational limits. First', we focused

on staff development for classroom teachars. W. recognised the de-

sirability of.anilysing staff development aCtivities for all school

district staff, but we felt that such an aplitroach would be beyond

our resources. (The methodology we develOtitcan of course be ap-
-t,doimbiii.

plied to other school district employees.) -Abe ,only tine that we

analysed staff development activities intended for other school dis-

trict staff.meMbers was when these activities were integrally re-

lated toteicher staff development.

A second/limit in aPfWing our defigition of staff development

is/that we excluded teachers' day-to-day teaching and ledson plan-

ning. One might argue that the most effective staff development

for many teachers is the personal planning and analysis that is part

of their ev,eryday work. We excluded this type of activity in order

to be conservative in our estimates of teacher time spent in stisff

development and to set mime reasonable limits on what 'We would in-

vestigate empirically. However, we did include as staff development

special sessions in which teachers planned collaboratively with one

another dr witb advisors or supervisors.

A third limit we imposed in the.study was to focus on coits

incurred by the school district directly, or costs for whiCh the

school district was being reimbursed from other sources. Exploring

costs incurred by individual teachers or by other organizations

such as chleges whose staff development activities affect the local

school district would fiave introduced unmanageable complexities in-

to the study.

Finally, to keep cost estimates conservative, we did not com-

pute any school district overhead costs for staff development ac-
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tivities (e.g., vö did not compute costs for school facilities that

were.used for staff development workshops).

Analysin0 Or intsotiong Routinei
thfit EntaitSta IllymAovant

7-)

Drawing on the reseerch literature concerning organisations,

we used "organisational routines" as a focus of our investigation.

. We sought to uncover the basic organisational routines within each

schOol district that entailed staff development.. The methodology

for uncdVeringthese routines was based on extensive interviews withilw

-school diaCritt staff sambets who-were involvad
went at several li'vel.st

central office administrators who made policy decisions
thia influerffid staff development programs.

school district staft-in the central and'subdistrict of-
fices (e.g., directors, supervisors, coordinators, special-
ists, etc.) who planned, designed, and carried out staff
development program*.

school administrators (i.e principal's, vice-principals
assistant principals, deans) yho frequently designed and
led staff development activities and also arranged for
resources to support staff development at the local school

classroom teachers who pareiCipated in district-wide as
well as school-based staff development activities.

We drew oh the perceptions of these different,people to de-

velop clear pictures of the planning(design, ahd execution of

each important staff development routine. We often got divergent

perceptions of the content, quality, and time expended in parti-

cular types of staff development activities. py critically exam-

ining these differing responses and often by Eviing back to get ad-

ditional information, we developed a specific detailed understand-

ing of what is going on, peneirating vague generalities.

Analyzing Related Costs

The study was designed to enable us to relate staff develop-

ment activities to their costs. We assumed that detailed and ac-
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curate ,cost analysis of staff de4elopment progiams would be impbr-_

tent to school distric -decision mak -and-to interested tedichir

and citizen groups in rethinking staff de elopment programs. Thus,

we had to become fluent in interpreting th financial Systems of

each sehool district to account for the co ofAkfecifiC stiff de-
,

velopment activities we identified. In order to base our cost

analysis on actual rather than projected expenditures, we used the

expenditure data from the 'most recently completed fiscal year in

eaCh school district. Tharefore, in interviewing school district

_staff _about the nature of staff developAent activities, we asked

them about activities that had been carried out during the fiscal

year under study.
s

Site Selection

'Our data collection procedures and instruments were initially

developed and.pilot tested in a school distritt we called "Seaside."

Well known for its innovative programs and emphasis on staff devel-

opmerit, this large urban school district promised to have a wide

range of staff development activities for analysis. Our study there

substantiated this assumption.

We also wanted to study large urban districts with less em-

phasis on staff development than Seaside. To identify them, we

,'
carried out a telephone suivey aimed at the scholol districts eery-

ing the 75 largest cities in the United States. Using The School

Universe Data Book as a guide, we identified the central office

staff member formally responsible for staff development usually

the director of staff development, director of inservic education,

or assistant superintendent for instruction).
36

In a telephone in-

terview with this person, we gathered information about:

allocation of personnel to staff development or inservice
programs

university, college, and federal programs involving staff
development

state req.irements for ihervice or recertification
,

the overa l financial atatus of the school district
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allocation of discretionary money to staff development for
conferences, iOnsOltants, training, etc.

salary schedule for edubational increases.

We were successful in contacting school district administra--

tors in .45 of the target school disericts. 'From this information

we ranked the school districts surveyed on a 13-point scale in

terms of the apparent extent of staff development%activitias. On

this acile, the Seastde School District receiving 12 points, the

highest rating of the districts surveyed. We then singled out for

-atud.ythe"Riverview'L School District which received 7_points (the_

mid-point of our scale and also the mean for all districts), and

the "Union" 6chool District (which fell in the lower third of all

districts surveyed with 4 points). We then successfully gained the

cooperaiion of these districts in carrying out the study.

Conducting the Studies in the
Three School Districts

While some adaptation of the ieneral methodology w's necessary

in each district depending on special featores of the staff devel-
.

opment programs and the availability'of recbrds, the processes of

data collection and analysis were similar in all three districts.

Data collection followed six stepsf

.1. Gaining an understanding of the school district and

and staff development activities.

12. Gaining an understanding of the school district's
financial system.

3. Gathering and compiling information about staff de-
velopment conducted by the central office staff.

4. Gathering aild compiling information about staff de-
velopment activities occuring at the school building

level.

5. Analyzing information about the salary increase

system.

6. Completing the analyses.
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We will describe each of these steps briefly. For'more detail the

reader should examine the handbook :13att_isilinkitant,_

1. Gairiing an Understagding of the School
District and Staff Deveiopment Activities

In each district, after approval was granted for us to-conduct

the stady, we interviewed two or three members of the central office

sniff to get an overviou of the district, its problems, recent his-

tory; organizational structure; and a general description of its

staff development programs. The format for this interview appears

in Appendix B. We usually interviewed the upvintendent, the as-

sistant superintendent for instruction (or curriculum), and the

director of staff development (or inservice). We also collected a

large number of documents on organizational structure, personnel,

school budget and expenditures, special programs, salaries, student

enrollment, individual schools, etc. From these interviews we de-

termined who would be interviewed initially in the central office

and subdistrict offices.

We also selected a sample of schools to visit. To select these

schools, we first identified the major categories of schools around

which the district's educational program was organized. The school

districts operated regular mainstream schools, typically elementary

schools, junior high or middle schools, and Nigh schools. They

also operated special schools, such as alternative schools, magnet

schools, vocational schools, and special education schools.

Among the regular or mainstream schools, we distinguished be-
/

tyeen schools that were above the average and below the average

in their.concentration of federal programs. By sampling both types

of schools we insured that we were looking at a range of schools

in terms of economic and racial compoiktion. We also found that

the presence of federal programs was an important influence oh the

nature of staff devdlopment.

We then selected a 10% to 20% random sample of schools in the

regular and special categories. In selecting regular schools, we

drew some from the pool of schools that were above the average in



their concentrations of federal programs and those that were below

average. For emple, in Riverview, we chalk samples of elementary
_

schools with above average concentrations of federal programs, ele-

mentary schools with below average concsntrat'Thnof federal Programs,

high schools with above average concentration* of çsd.ral programs,

,high schools with below average concentrations of A.dsral programs,

vocatioriil schools, and magnet schools.

t 2. GaininiL an Understanding of the
School Distr ct's Financial S stem

Iri-this stip we InterViewed the Vey finanditl aditirtistrators--

of the school district (usually the treasurer, business manager,

and/or budget director) and carefully examihed available financial

reports (particularly records of'expenditures for the recently com-

pleted school year). The format for th s interview appears in Ap-

pendix G. We had to determine how compa ible the school district's

accounting procedures were with the kinds of program data we would

be collecting. We had.to learn how the district recorded.stch ex-

penses as:

p.

the salaries And benefits of indiiAdual central office staff

4; the salaries and benefits of different types of classroom

teachers (e.g., elementary, secondary, Title T, magnet

program, special assignment)

the salaries and benefits of school principals 4.

the costs of ubstitute teachers used to release regular

classroom teacers for staff development

the costs of stipends paid to teachers to attend staff

development

fees paid to consultants tor conducting workshops

the salaries and benefits paid to teachers on sabbatical

leave

the cost of direct expense for staff development ac-

tivities (e.g., travel, conference fees, training materials)

The kinds of costs listed above are rarely line items in school

district budget and expenditure documents. Our,initial interviews 9

with the financial people were to familiarize us with their systems

a

4



4.

a

-

and to plan ways to extract (often with their help) the kinds of
4

'information needed to determine the costs of the staff,development

program activities...,34o of *these costs could be derived from ex-

isting,documents (e.g., all consultant fees paid by the district

could be examined to determine which went fof consultant* doing

staff developmant and which for other services.such as long-range

planning, management information systems, buildiing construction,

etc.). Other costs could be derived from vatimates obtained from

our interviews abobt how much time different typ'es of staff members

spent,in staff development activities as a percentage of their

'salaries and benefits (e.g., if Title I teachers spent, on the aver-

age, 70 of their 1400 Pours of contracted work time in.staff (level-

/opment during the school year, staff development would constitute

5% of their time and "cost" would. be 5% of their salaries and be-

nefits).

3. Gatherin and Com.ilin Information about Staff
eve opment on ucte. .y e entral Of ce ta

4

In Step 1 we identified the first round of central office

staff members to interview. For these interviews, we attempted to

identifystaffmemberswhoplannedandcarriedputmajor activities

that fit our definition of staff developmerl. In interviewing Ails

first xound of people and in subsequent interviews with central of-:

fice and subdistrict office leaders.of staff development, we sought

/o obtain as detailed information es possitile about how they spent

their time when engaged in staff develckpment activitied. The interview

format appears in Appendix E.

Using the handout presenteein Appendix D, we explained the

se of our investigation, discussed our definition of staff

elopment, and toffered the following list of the kinds of activities

in which teachers Might participate that we would consider staff de-

velopment4

Receiving on-the-job advice and feedback.
Such as .advisory assistance kiven to teachers in

the classroom.
feedback to teachers on .their perform4nce,
as in Ole school's staff evaluation process.



Participating as a learner in structuted experiences out-
side of the context of regular job duties.
Such as --workshops, seminars, courses, inservice sessions

(including single meetings or perise of awnings).
-- professional meetings and conventions.

Sharing and'analysing problems and ideas with peers.
Such as -- regular staff or department meeiihga.

-- committee Work that involves staff developlia .

Observing the job activities of others.
Such as -- visits by teachers to other classrooms, school

or programs.

41 Teaching other staff or supervising other staff in ways that
involve staff development.
Stich as -- a rotating department chairmanship designed to

give people a chance to explore new ideas by
being freed from teaching.

SystAmatically planning and/or erying out a new approach.
Such as -- joint planning/or collaboratiOh on a special

project,
- planning a new curriculum.
pilot teachtng a new course.

or
Seeking information to improve one's skills and knowledge.

Such as redearch conducted in the school or community.
- formally-supported sabbaticals.

-- released time to visit a teachers' center.

Interning in a job primarily to develop new skills.

We then asked the person fnterviewed whether these types of

activitied were carried out in the schOol district. When a staff

member had a detailed understanding of a particular'routine (e.g.,

Title 1 inservice workshops in basic skills, in-class assistance

by reading specialists, sabbaticals for exgerienced teachers* we

pressed this person for very specific information about the nature

of the activity, how it was planned, the number of "lea s" and .

"learners" involved and the nature of their involvementL the time

entafled in planning and carrying out the activity, and an"), direct

costs associated with it. format for these questio appears

in Appendix D.



We tried to interview nough people in each role'(e.g., social

studies supervisor) to adequately characteriee different staff de-
.

velopment routines that people in that role Were involved in. In

small departments (i.e., 2 or 3 people) we interviewed all, of the

staff membersi_in larger.departmer. with several different roles .
(e.g., 10 supervisors, 16 specialists) we interviewed about a third

of the people 0 each role. If there was a wide disparity in the ,

information we received from people with a particular role after

our initial round of intervjAws, we would interview 'additional people

in that role. The information provided.by sampled staff members was
.

then applied to all people in that rola.

The central office and subdistrict staff development leaders

whom we interviewed often provided us with documents that detailed
-

.the participation of teachers ill the activities they led. V. us,si
7 IF

these documents to estimate teacher participation in district-wioe

staff development activities and compered them with estimates ob- *

tained from teacher interviews.

4. Gathering and Compiling Information
about'Staff Development Activities
Occurring at the School Building Level

Interviews in Steps I and 3 gave us prei,iminary information

about school-based staff development activite At each school in

our sample,,we interviewed the schoOl principal, other school ad-

ministrators or coordinators who had respobsibilities for staff de-
.

velopment activities, and three or four teachers.

The principals and other schootl. administrators provided us with

an understanging of the school-based staff development programs at

their school% and explained how staff development initiated at the

school level related to the activities initiated by central office

staff development leaders. They furnished details about the extent

of teacher participation and administrative arrangements for ac-

tivities (e.g., how tetrhers were released--viaeubstitutes, aides,

administrators taking classes). Some principals were able to give

concrete.expenditure information about certain'activities.



The teaohers interviewed provided further information about

the nature of school-based and districtmtide staff development ac-

tivities. Teacher interviews also save us A basis for assassins

estimates of iarticipation and time obtained froi principals and

central office staff. 'Teachers also identified activities that had

not been described by the central office staff or the school ad-

ministrators. Frequently, short follow-up intervioh were con-

ducted with central office staff to cross-check information.

The format for our interviews with teachers and school adminis-

tratbra appears in Appendix F. In these interviews, we first die-

'cussed our definition of staff development. As in our interviews

wits central office staff, when we found that they had specific

knowledge of a particular staff development routine, we asked them

for the detailed information about the routine indicated in Appendix

D.

' From selected interviews in each school district,, we concluded

that the percentage of time that school administrators and instruc-

tionalitides spent', in activities supporting staff development for

teachers (taking classes-, participating in planning and staff de-

velopment with teachers, etc.) was approximately the same as the

percentage of time ihat teachers spent in school-based staff de-

velopment. Thus welamplified our data collection and analysis

by assuming that prfncipals and classroom aidds spent the same

amount of time involved in teacher staff development as the

teachers did.

5. Analyzing Information about
the Salary Increase System

In this step we analyzed documents and data collected by

the personnel offices of the school districts to determine how

much.additional dalary was paid to teachers who had completed

educational requirements for movilig up on the salary scale for

the year under study. Since these costs are not generally oalcy-

lated bY school districts and do not appear in their annual,budget,

we had to derive them by analyzing statistics on the numbers of
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teachers who received salary increases at each educational attain-

ment-level-of-the salary-scale and-the-additional salary-involved_

for an individual teacher. Ws also sought any data on coits of

scholarships, tuition reimbursements, or fee waivers that were

involved when teachers took courses.

6. Compleiins the Analyses
.

The interviews that were arried out at the scNol district

and school levels generated' large number of interview protocols,
,

Ancluding-individual-comments_about_specific OrganiaationaIroutineb

entailing staff develoOment (e.g., insitvice workshops to introduce

a new foreign language curriculum, on-site assistanoe in bilingual

teachirig methods, released time to work on curriculum projects in

a school district teacher center). Drawing on the informetion about

such routines obtained from individuals, we prepared a composite,

description of how each routine was carried out, which was recorded

on Form G-1 in Appendix G. Then, drawing on information 46out tha

amount'of time spent on a pariicular routine, We calculated the

staff time spent by both leauters and learners who were involvea' th

this routine; this information was calculated'on rorm0-2. On

Form G-3, this staff time was translated into salaries and benefl*ts

for leaders and learners involved. On Form G-4, we-calculated direct

costs for carrying out a particular routine, such as travel, ma-,

terials, and special rentals:-

Detailed instructions for using these forms, along with examples,

appear in Rpthinking Staff Development.

In each of the schook districts, we reviewed our understanding

of staff development routines with knowledgeable school staff, and

we asked them to comment on the accuracy of our analysfs. We then

prepared a feedback report about what we had found and asked for

commehts on its accuracy. Some of the information contained in

the feedback reports to the three districts was incorporated into

Rethinking Staff Development, which describes how this type of,

study can be done in a local school'district. In the following

six sections, we present a tefined analysis of this informption

for an audience of researchers and policy makers.

dab
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SECTION-3. OVERVIEW OF SCHOOL DISTRICT
CHARACTERISTICS AND EXPENDITURES

,

General Description of thk
Three School Districts

To provide a conteft for, detailed analyses of school district

programs and linances,--it is.useful to present some,basic infor-
4

mation about some distinguishing characteristics of each school
4

district, ibout the overall expenditures of the school districts ,

and the source of these expend,itures, and about the total amount

spent on staff development.

Distinguishing_Characteristics'

Seaside; Riverview, and Union are among the larger cities in

the United States with populations ranging between 500,000 and

750,000 people. Table 1 presents some statistics about the sizes

Of the school districts servihg these cities. Seaside School Dis-

trict is considerably larger thah the other two. All three are

periencing declining enrollment, while inflation, increasing teacher
mg,

seniority, and other fiscal factors produce steadily rising educa-

tional expenditures.

Each district had distinguishing characteristics that influence&

Its staff development program in ways that will 1:4 discussed later.

Seastde, for example, had the following key characteristics:

a generall strng 'financial picture at the time of the
study, although some moderate economies had been neces-
'sary in the preceding few years.

a hiAory during the preceding decade of strong support
for staff development from successive.superintendents
of-schools,, es a result of which Seasade had developed
an extensive curriculum of district-sponsored courses
through which teachers could earn credit.s for salary
increases.

Q
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TABLE 1. -Selected Characteristics of thi ihree School DistrictaW-9"

Seaside

Number of
Pupils

Number of
Teachers

School 130,000 5,300

District

Riverview
School 78,000 4 100

Union ,

School 89,000 4,200

District

J

11.

Current Expense of

_Educition**

163,656,000

$ , 122,429,000

, -

*Based on information for the fiscal year studied:
Seaside 1976-77, Riverview' and Union. - 1977-78.

iStatistics hay, been rounded off: number of pupils--to the nearest
thousand, number of teachers--to the nearest hundred, current ex-
pense of education--to the nearest thousand dollars..

**"Current Expense of Education" is an annual budget total for all school.

istriet expenditures, except those for building construction, capital

outlay, and food and community services.;

I ,
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an emphasis ohlong-rangs planning and development.,

a moderate elphasis on eneouraging independent-decision
iaking at the school building level..

Riverview had these distinctive characteristics:

a rapidly declining enrollment ihat placed some finincial
strains op the district.

a relatively high percentage federa1 funding, which in-
cluded money to support schoofdteegregation.

frequent support from a local foundation in funding special
projects.

a high turnover of school superintendents (threa_in ths_
previous six years). Each had a different notion of how
staff development ahould be carried out end Vho should
have the primary responsibility for it. Consequently,
numerous departments had become involved in staff de-
velopment during this time. Each department that had
coordinated staff development retained some important
role in staff development ivity.

Union was distinguished by the following:

several severe financial crises ill the past five years in
which central office staff 'had bd* raorganized and sub-
stantially reduced.

allocation of a tWITicant amount of local funda to school
desegregation.

.

1

many small schools dispersed throUgh a large.geographical
ares, with a tradition of building-level initiatiVe for
staff development in many ortheae.

a close relationship dth a larg local uniNArsity that
proVided extensive preservice and inservice training
opportunities for teachers.

1

SourCesof Funding in the Three Distritts
r

Funds for the current expense.of education in the three dia-
1

tricts (see Table 1) .came from local,tax revenues, general and.

categorical state aid, and a variety of federal aid programs -,

-some specifically targeted fo rticular, types of pupils or pro-

grams (e.g., TitlerI of ESEA) d some providing general aid (e.g.,

Impact Aid to pay for the expe e of educating children of families

working at federal installatio s ). Since each oP these districts

'is'in a different state, the procedures for state aid allocation

41
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varied somewhat. These sch000l districts occasionally received

grant, from private foundations for specific educational programs.

To provide an overview ol these revenue sources we have developed

a simplified picture of funding in the three districts in Table 2.

We arranged the funding sources-into three categories:

General fUnds monies,from local tax revenue and general
state and federal aid

Federal funds -- monies from federal categorical programs
only

00er funds -- monies 'From state categorical programs And
private foilndatien- grants

Tablgr2 shows some marked differences,among the three distticte

in the sources of their funds. Despite differences in percentages

of current expense of education coming from the general fund, the

general fund revenues were virtually the same on a per pupil basis

across the three districts (when Seaside figures are adjusted for

the one-year difference in the peri,od under study). However, marked

differences in per pupil' expenditures resulted from the federal

funds received. Riverview School District derived a much greater

proportion oqcts educational funds,fTom federal categorical pro-

grams than did the other two districts. A major reason for the

relatively larger amount of federal categorical funda in Riverview

was the higher percentage of low-income and minority, students

(Riverview 72% minority, Seaside 43% minority, and Uriio g3 mi-

nority) and the concomitant higher percentage of pupils eligible

for Title I funds (which accounted for more than $9 million in

Riverview). Also, Riverview Was the only one of the three dis-

tricts to receive federal money for desegregation under the Emer-

gency School Assistance Act (ESAA), which accounted for more than

Seaside received a somewhat higher percentage of other funds
-

then RiverView and Union. Virtually all of Seaside's $7.46 million

in other funds came fre state categorical money. Similarily,

Union's other funds Were Intirely from the state. But the other .

funds in Riverview indludild almost $,5 million from private founda-



TABLE 2. -- Expense of Education in the Three School Districts by Funding Source

#

t ,

Seaside

. General Fund Federal Fund Other Fund

Current Expense
of Education

Total
Expenses Pegcent

Expenses Percent Expenses . Percent Expenses percent

School $143,692,000 87.8% $12,502,000 7.6% $7,462,000 4.6% $163,656,000 100.0%

District

Riverview
School $102,613,000, 810% $15,749,000 12.9% w' $4,067,000 3.3% $122,429,000 101.02

District

Union
School $115,918,000 915k $ 3,710;000 3.0% $4,315,000 3.5% $123 943,000 00.0%

District

13



tions. Also included in Riverview's other funds waa almost $2

million ftbm the state for 'the operation of a teachers' collsg:

which is part of the school district-and whose faculty are con-

siderpd teachers in the Riverview School District.

Staff Development tosts

Ons of our objectives in analysing the staff development pro-

grams and their costs in these thr44 districts was.to.determine the

relative amounts of resources being allocated to staff development.

While many educators are aeeking more funds for staff development

programs, none have cleariSv Shown what resources are biirig spent on

staff development activities. Based on our study, Tible 3 shows

what proportion of the current expense of education in each of

the three districts was spent on staff development. As we ex-

pected, based-on its reputation for xtensive staff development'-

and our pre-study survey, Seaside Spent a considerably larger pro-

portion of its educational expenditures on staff development than

did the other two districts. And.Riverview spent's somewhat higher

percentage than did Union, as the pre-study survey had suggested4-----

The amounts of money spent by these districts on staff de-

velopment--$9.3 million, $4.6 million, $4 millionare con-

siderabfsums. While these slims represent rather small percen-

tages of the educational expenditurLs of the three districts,, it

should be noted that many major line itemi in these school districts!

budgets are of comparable magnitude to total staff development ex-

periditures (e.g., toral central office administrative costs; pupil

transportation; and the total costs for textbooks, teaching materials,

audio-visual equipment, and instructional supplies).

v

Organization,of Findings in the Report

This report will examine the staff development activities in

the three school districts that produced the itaff development costs

shown in Table 3. In Section 4 we describe the overall organiza-

tional structbres of each district, the activities of the central



TABLE 3.-- Total Staff Development Costs _as a Percentage of the

Ourrent Expense of Education in Three School Districts

turrent EXpense
'of Education

Staff Development
Cost/

$9,368,000

$4,607,000

$4,069,000

Percentile

Seaside
School
District

Riverview
School
District

Union
School
District

$163,656,000

$122,429,000

$123,943,000 4.

5.72%

3.76%

3.28%

(

CA,



1

of

;

ice leaders of 'staff development, and the dispersion of respon-
I

si
.
lity gr staff development. In Section 5 we analyse the ac-

tivities and time teachers spent in staff development, including
,

schools sampled, activities identified in the sample, and projected

costs for teacher participation in staff development across_ each dis-
,

.

trict. In Section 6 we examine the incentives used to solicit teacher

participation in stafi4Qvelopment, including a comparative analysis

of salary schedules for teachers. Section 7 will summarise and com-

pare the staff development costs in ten major expenditure categories

across the three districts. Section 8 concludes the report by dis-

cdesing soil* implications of our findings for both policy and fu-

ture research.

To facilitate the discussion of major study findings, we have

placed computation of time and cost data and detailed breakdowns

.of findings in tables in Appendix A. Tables in the text present
-

major fineings. We discuss ithese findings in the text and refer

the reader to the detailed tables in Appendix A.

-52-
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SECTION 4. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF,TH4 THREE
DISTRICTS AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

CONDUCTED BY CENTRAL OFFICE STAFFS

Organisational Structure and Dispersed
Staff Development 1,0rograms

In this section we will describe the organisational structures

of the three school districts and analyse thetstaff development

programs conducted by central office department and subdistrict

units.

Despite considerable variation in school district organize-
.

tional seructures, staff development programs In all three school

districts were widely dispersed among central office departments

and other units of the districts. Tables 4, 5, and 6 present sim-

plified organizational charts of the three districts; each chart

indicates departments and other units.of the school districts that

initiated appreciable,staff development activities. From the three

organizational charts, one can see that significant amounts of staff

development activity were initiated at the school level; these ac-,

tivities will be analyzed in Section 5.

As Tables 4, 5, and 6 show, eaah district had several

central office departments that initiated staff development ac-'

tivities. These departments were housed in several different

branches or divisions of the organization and reported to dif-

ferent aisistant, associate, or deputy superintendents. Some of

these departments reported directly to the superintendent of

schools. Riverview was the only district that also had subdistrict

offices, and these subdistrict offices also initiated staff de-

velopment activities.

Each school district had a staff development or inservice

department, but only one of these (in Union) was the largest single

initiator of staff devplopment,among the district's departments.

-55-
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TABLE 4 - Simplified Organisational Chart of Seaside School District

Superintendent
of Schools

Dco0Y.Sup. for Administration

1FinanQe 1

NOM Business Services

4[P70-17Z-171Z;--]

-1 Other Departments,

Deputy Supt. for Operations

Scondary.Schools
Dixaion.

Lrglail

jadriHiih
Schools.

Elementary Schools

Divinion'

Local Elementary
Schools and Early
Childhood Edvca-
tion Centers.

Student Services
.Division

Cs.

Program DiVraion-

In-School
counseling and
kpecial Drograms

4 urea istwatstse

-1 Compensatory Education.

.4 Currkciave I

lb
Indicates a department that tnitiatwa a significant.amount of staff dsvelopment activity.A



r sub-district Z. I

TABLE 5.-- Silsplified Organisational Chart of RiverView School District

Superintendent
Of Schools

Teachers Colle e.

Finance

rAblic Affairs

Govt. Relations I

(Other Depts. 1

isssavsatl...2s. SchooLs

Instructional
Support
Division

urriculume

Evaluation

Pusil Personne

Office of I Magnet
Opera0.ons Schools.

Special Ed.:

voc.. ech.
Adult Ed*:.

--73;771A55717d771

Personnel
Division

_j Human7 Relations

Staff
Developmcinte

---17Personnel

-1

Aftinistrative
Support
Division

auildinej

Purchasing

ther Depts. I

Sub-district 1.

Local Elementary
and Secondary
Schools.

Sub-dislirict 2.

Local Elementary
and Secondary
Schools.

Iocai Elementary-
and Secondary
Schools.

[Sub-district 14.

-rair-glementary
and Secondary
Schools.

%ndicites. a department that initiated a significant amount of staff development activity.

5 2

FriMstrict5.

tocal Elementary
and Secondary
Schools.

5 3



TABLE 6.-- SiMplified Organisational Chart of Union School District

Superintendent
or schools

Finance

--t Legal Counsel

Staff Demielonment'

--4 Continuing Ed.' )

Truman Relations )

Other Departni;7W-1

4.

Management
Services

rbmninit I

le,Ertj.na I

Instructional
Servines

Curriculum'

dFederal. &

state Program

Career

Administrative
Services

Personnel 1

Pupil
Personnel

Student
Development
$ervices

Local Elementary ana
Secondary Schoolil

Indicates a departmAnt that initiated a significant amqpnt of staff d#velopment activity

5 4

Busintss
Services

PF0aeinpj

-4 Maintenance I

Other Depts.
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Staff Development Acti,vities of

Central Office Staffs

The departments and units initiating staff development were

responsible for a great range of activities Tables 7, 1, and 9

present the following information about these activities:

the n.umber of staff member:1ln each role ter each unit ;

who ngaged in staff developmen't.

the overall percentage of time these leaders of staff de-
velopment spent in such staff development activity; these
percentages were used io.calculate the portion of each
person's salary and benefiti attributable to staff de-

_ _velopment ,

the percentages of time these leaders spent in each of
the major "types" of staff development in their district
("types" is defined below).

the costs of the staff members' time and their funding
sources.

O 1,

the time each organizational unit spent in staff devel-

opment calculated in terms of full-time equivalents (FTEs).
37

Below, we discuss then tables separately for each school,dis-

trict. Through this'analysis, the reader will learn about the

nature and level of staff development activities within each school

district that were conducted by central office staff and the basis

for calculating their costs.

Seaside School. District's Staff DevelopMent Activities'

At first appearance the organizational structure of the Spa-

side School4District shown in Table 4,might suggest that the ma-
y

jority of staff development programs were carried out by the in-

service educiation department of the prograM division. However,

this department was a three-person unit that helped coordinate

and arrange for the staff development routines of other units, in-

cluding an exte/slya set of courses, seminars, and workshops taught

by central office s.taff that qualified teachers for salary increases.

In addition to leading these courses for credit, central office

specialists and resource teachers (essentially master teachers in

Ats specific subject areas) developed many other staff development pro-

grams in individual schools that were not coordinated thsough the

inservice department.
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There were three major divisions in Seasido04 central office

r.sponsib.lV for carrying.out_ttaff developmentj.as indicated in

Table 4. From interviews with staff members in each relevant or-
,

-

ganizational unit within these divisions, we estimated the amount

of time ach-week (and over the entire school year) that staff spent

working on particular staff development activities (e.g., a len-

gut'arts resource teacher conducting a meekly two-hour. workshop

for twelve teachers at a given lementary school), There were five

major activity "types":

---e-eonducting-asminars_and_workshops
schools

providing individual teacher' with in-class assistance

administering and coordinating staff developmnt activities

conducting district-wide conferences

training resource teachers to carry out staff development,

These five types of activities we found in Seaside are quite similar

to the five major areas we found in Union.' In contrast, Riverview

did not emphasize either conducting workshops and seminars in local

schools or training resource teachers to cariy Alt staff develop-

ment.

Central office staff development leaders in Table

7 shows that the major type of staff development carriediet by

central office staff memberi in Seaside was seminars and work-

shops. Most of these activities were counted for course credit to

obtain inCreases on the teacher salary scale, Assistanci to indi-

vidual teachers was the second most prevalent form of staff develop-

ment.

There were two departments that contributed heavily in person-

power to central office staff development leadership in Seaside:

the student services division and the curriculum department of the

program division. The student services-division, with 90 psycho-

logists and counselors contributed 26.1 FTE positions to staff

development activities. The student services division had directed

717R,
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TAILS 7.-- Costs (Staff Salaries and Benefits) of Staff Development
Leaders in Central Office Deportment* Saved on Percentage of Timm
Spent in Staff Development Activitiei for the 111.142 School District

1
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60%
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81,638,000 $1,542,000 $53,000 $43,000

59



its psychologists and counselors to work with *ndividual tsachers

to improve, counselinuskills_and,..tsOuliquee for dealing with.problem

situations in schools (si.g student discipline). The curriculum de-

partment of the _program division cOntributed 27.4 FTE positions to

staff development. The curriculum departmett's specialists-6 consul-

tants, and resource teachers were primarily responsible fOr leading '

workshops and seminars for course credit conducted at local schools.

All the specialists, consultants, and resource teachers in the

four departments of the program division led courses, workshops,

seminars and/or, provided in-class assistance in their areas of con-_
centration (e.g., mathematical language arts, early childhood educa-

tion, bilingual education, etc.). The three staff members in the

inservice education department coordinated those activities of the

program division staff that would qualify teachers for salary in-

creases.

A specialist in the personnel division counseled teachers about

career options; he also convened a leSdership committee of central

office administrators who met regularly to review prograM and staff

development plans and to screen candidates for leadership positions

(e.g., resource teachers in subject areas).

Seaside SchOol District employed 170 people who were involved

in staff development leadership intsome way. They constituted a

work force of 71.3 FTE positions, and the time they,spent on staff

development cost $1.6 million in salaries and benefits. Nearly all

these people were paid by monies from the general fund ($1.5 million

of the $1.6 million, or 94%).

giv'erview School iiistrict's Staff Development Activities

The organiiational structure of the Riverview School District

was quite different from Seaside. Riverview had a pyramid-like

structure in which local schools reported to subdistrict offices

(etch of which was headed by a superintendent). The five subdistrict

offices reported to the office of operations, whose superintendent

reported to the deputy superintendent.

Go
-62-

J



Another important feature of Riverview was the district's teachere

collage, that had historically trained most of the district's teachers;

the president of the teachers' colleg reported to the superintendent

of schools.

One might assume that the personnel division's staff develop-

ment office or the human reliitions office (given the district's in-

volvement in desegregation) would boi major initiators of staff de-

velopment in the district. They were not; ach of these two offices

was a one-person operation with only a few staff development responsi-

bilities. The greatest investment of time in carrying out staff de-

velopment by Riverview's central office staff was in the federal pro-
,

grams department of the instrdCtional services division.

We found only three basic types of staff development activities

in frequent use in Riverview:

administering and coordinating staff development activities

conducting district-wide workshops

providing individual teachers with inclass assistance

While individual staff development leaders expressed preferencei

for working with individual teachers or small groups of teachers at

the local schools,- the dominant mode was the large workshop for teach-

ers pulled together from across the district. School-based workshops

were virtually nonexistent.

Central and subdistrict office staff development leaders in

Riverview. Table 8 analyzes the activities of central office and

subdistriCt office'staff development leaders in Riverview. The in-

structional support division had two major departments that were con-

cerned with staff development: the curriculum department and the

federal programs department.

As Table 8 indicates, the "director" alp the "specialists" in

the curriculum department spent little time in'providing staff de-

velopment. The elementary specialists '(whose fields were English,i

social studies, and foreign languages) primarily supervisea other

specialists in these fields who were based in subdistrict offices.
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TAILS S.-- Costs (Staff Salaries and Benefits) of Staff Development
Leadrs in Central Office Departments Based on Percentage of Time
*pont in Staff Development Actevities for the Rivervtod School District

.,',
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OF

STAFF

PnCENTAGE
OF TIME IN

STAFF DIV,

ACTIVITISS

STAYF
DEMO-
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TAILS 8 (Cont'd)
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DIVISION/DEPARTMENT NUMBER PERCENTAGE UMDI./ D/STRICT lf,CLASt STAFF GENERAL

OF OF TINE IN COORD. WORKSHOPS ASSIST. ,- FUND
STAFF STAFF DIV. NINT 00811

FEDERAL
FUNDS

MEN fUNDS
STATE POUNDOMMS

NnAnet Schools Div.

1

. 1

16

(8.8)

1

1

1

(0,3)

23

(7.1)

4

(4.0)

322

1002
472

102

72

13%

31%

100%

()

32%

30%

- --'

102

13%

woo,*

OM WO OD

70%
222

7%

as

31%

_

252

w

100%

$ 12,000
26,000
161pol,

$ 12,000
3,000
47-000

.01.111/..1.110

10.-.1mb

MO0.0

Director
*Coordinator
Specialists
(FTE)

Personnel Division

$ 23;000
118.000

$ 203,000

$ 3000

1,000

1,000

$ 62,000

$ 3,000

1,000

___ILQQ0
f--5;466

$ 1222
$ 6,000

$141,000

Human Relations Dept.
*Director

Staff Devel. Dept.

Specialists

Peronnel

Secretary
(m)

Teachers College

211.1.0 OD

$ 46,000

1111.

Om Mt al.

111

$ 5,o 0

S. mow*Faculty
(FIE)

Other Departments

$ 156,000 4 46,000 1"1

Advisors
(hi)

TOTALS

$ .64,000

(64.9) $1,505,000 $543,000 $794,000 $55,000

W411111

110

113,000

c35



'The secondary.specialists in these same fields supsivieed department

chairpersons at the ten high schools. However, tha 15 st4f members_

of the curriculum deportment titled "coordinators" (whose fields

were science, physical education, art, music, home economics, and

industrial arts) spent a significant portion of their time in staff

development (542), most of that worklng directly with individual.

classroom teachers.

The federal programs department had 30 staff members who were

engaged.in staff development, 17 of them full, time. The nearly two

dozen different federal programs in Riverview each contained specific

staff development components. While two of thie programs concentrated

the staff development work of their progrim specialists on in-class

assistance to teachers, the predominant mode of staff development in

the federal programs was the district-wide workshop for teachers in-

volved in a particular program. ManY of Oese workshops were carried

out by the Title I teacher inservice center.

The office bf operations contained two departments whose staff

members spent a portion of their time assisting individual teachers

(special education and vocational education). Also under the au-

thority of the office of operation:a' were the five subdistrict offices

housing 10 cutriculum specialists. These specialists worked primarily
-

with individual teachers; one group of specialists (readinuclinic

coordinators) worked with students and ilso trained a small number Of

other reading specialists for the district.

ThR magnet schools office was established with'both federal

and distridt funds to develop ten magnet schooli and programs with

distinct curricular emphases. These were dbsigned to attract stu-

dents for sChool desegregation. A major staff-development effort,

existed in'the magnet schools; each magnet program employed spe-

cialists who helped teachers develop their program's area of sgeCial,

emphasis through in-class assistance and workshops. Also, the magnet

schools office ran a massive program of district-wide human relations

workshops for teacher5 these workshops were part of the district's

desegregation effort.



4
44.

(

The vision de r men of staff

040/eXopmenti-end-porsonnel-had-minor-etiff-devolopment4rograms._

The human relationi 4.partmsnt was belinnins to assume some rospon-

sibillety for coordinating rkehops for desegregation. The staff de--

velopment deparsment was bans.phased out and ran a favelOrkstioor

for new teaChers and substitute teachers. One pecretary in the

personnel office eocessed salary increase ,records.for teachers re-

lated %o the educational Credits they earnid.

The teachers! canap offered presefvice education courses for

undorgraduatim-and_graduate_courses_for_the_districes_teachers.

Twenty-threi faculty members taught Courses Or led workshop, for

graduate credit.for the teachers in Riverview. The fecUltyrinimbers

involved were primarily supported by federal, state d foundation

funds.

In a separate staff development program'initiated by the con-

tral office, four of Riverview's teachers were specia4y. trained by

an independent teacher center to work with district teachers as in-

class Advisors in eight schools.
7,

Riverview employed 124 people who led,staff development ac-

tivities. The]y constituted a work force of 64.9 FTE positions and

cost $1.5 million in time spPnt. Ove-K half of this money ($794,000)
\

came from federal funda and the largest component of theae staff

development programs was operated by the federal prograMi.depart-

pent.

Union School District's Svaff Devejopment Activities

The organizational chart of Union School' District shown in

Table 6 presents a third type of central office structUre, 'contrast-

ing with seaside and Riverview. Five "service areas" (managemek,

instructional, administrave, student devoloent, and busine.ss)

were each headed by an associate superintendent and those associates

reported to the superintendent of schoola ...In addition, six "de-

partments" reported directly to the superintendent of schools, in.-

cluding eqaff development and continuing education. A recent re7

44.
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organisation of the central officet'coupled with imminent court-

ordered dótegregation, produced a number of shifts in-the district

structure. The continuing edUtition department was-subsumed under

new department.of staff development,..Set.-upAo help:schoolt plan .

and carry out desegregation. A human relations department was es-

o
tablished, but had only one staff member who was working On a. prl-

posal for federal.desegregation fund's. It was plannet,that,the staff

development department'would be eliminated after onemear4Oservice

to schools and the human'relations deOirtment would liveloO:urCher

desegregation-related activities. The fati of the one4-peredn,:Cvn-

tinuing education department that sponsorj and coordinated-P.64,es-
.

sional growthipouraes for teachers was ucertain, and its rebbiirces

and number of offerings had been steadily reduced in recent years of

financial reirenChment.

There were five basic staff development activities carried out

by the central.office staff in Union. They were:

administering and coordinating staff development activities

training the teams of specialists in the staff development
department

developing desegregation plans with teachers ih local schools

conducting district-wide workshops

providing individual teichers with in-class assistance

.One could argue that the year we studied Union's staff develop--

ment progams was atypical because of the temporary nature of the

staff development office. Yet the rapid changes in the Union School

District in the recent past brought by financial crises and court

mandates defy efforts to point to a "typiCal" year for Union. In

responding to the court mandates, Union allocated million's of dollars

from the.general fund budget to desegregation-related instructional

programs. Also, the financial retrenchment of past

orated the "loose" money once available for stipends,

s had evap-,

rkshops, con-

sultants, travel, and professional growth'coyrses. In the future,

Union is likely to see more.federal dollars fOr desegregation, but

a decrease in the commitment of local funds to the desegregation

effort.
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Cantral office staff developmemt leaders in Union. Table 9

..haiy#es OS staff development-.programs-tatried-out-by Union's cen-

tral bffict staff.. The statL41Eflopmfris_deat had 26 !ull-time

people; an assistant superintendent who administered the program;

a director responsible- for program planning and staff training; ,and

'IL
24 specialists, whoy?ere teachers, principals, and central office

staff specifically recruited and trained to assist schools in dese-

gregation. The 24 specialists were arranged into four teams, each
*

. concentrating on a fourth of the schools undergoing desegregation.

They-helped-loca17., hool-staff-develop-instructional-and-organiza-

tional plans and cNyicted workshops,on problem solving.

The-continuing education department consisted of one coordina-
',

tor who arranged professional.growth courses offered by the dis-

trict; those courses were taught by central offMtaff end consul-

tants. He also coordinated student teacher placements with four

universities; in exchange the district received waivers of university
4

tuition for which district teachers might apply through this depart-

ment.

The instructional services division hadithree departments that

were involved in statf development: curriculum, federal and state

programs, and career education. There were a total of 35 psople in

these departments who carried out some form of staff development,

usually by leading workshops or assisting teachers in the classroom.
A

Few of these people spent more than half their time doing staff de-

velopment. Tim reading language arts resource teachers did spend

all their time working directly with classroom teachers on implement-

ing new curricula and improving teaching skills.

The student development service division had two departments

that were involved in staff development: adult education and special

education. None of the 20 aupervisors and specialists in these de-.

partments spent more than half their time on staff development. They

primarily worked with teachers in the classroom in their partcular

area of speciality.

Uniclk employed 82 central office staff who led staff develop-

ment activities. They constituted a work force of 45.5 FTE positions

0,



TAIL; 9.-- Coots (Staff Salaries and Benefits) of Staff Development
Leaders in,Contral Office Departments Based on Percentage of Time
Spent in Staff Development Activities for the Union School District

t-

-
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TABLE 9 (Coned)

Asauvrms

4

-1
.

DIVISION/DEPARTMENT NUMBER PERCENTAGE ADMIN./ TEAM DUN. '14ORKSHOPS IN CLASS STAFF CIDUERAL FEDDAL OTHER
OF STAFF OF TIME IN COORD. TRAINING PLANS ASSIST. DEVELOP- FUND FUEDS FUNDS
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-----+ --t"--

Student Development
Services Division

Adult Ed. Dept.

Supervisors 5 32% 3%- 29% 45,000
(ITN) (1.6) 43,0bb
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and cost a little more thanll million in time spent. Over 91% of

this money came from the general fuAd'and more than hof thie

money was spent on the special one-year staff development ams for

desegregation.

-.Conducted by, the Central Office Staff

In comAaring the extent to. which central office staffs of the

three school districts engaged in'staff development, Table 10 pre-
.

sontstwo different ratios. By dividing the number of teachers in-

each district by the number of stiff development leaders; one obtains

i ratio of teachers to staff development leaders. Seaside and River-

'view'were quite similiar with 31.2 and 33.1 teachers-per staff de-

velopment leader, while Union had a much hiOer ratio, indicating a

relatively smaller number of staff development leaders per te&cher

than the other two distridts.

The second ratio presented in Table\10 is basedyn the number

of fuil-time eotuivalent persdhnel (FTEs) committed to staff de-

velopment activities. When the number of.teachere iv-each district

is divided V the FTE positions committed to staff development, one

ceh.see that Riverview had a relatively larger.investment of time

from Central office staff in staff development activities. Seaside

was second and Union a distant third, as shown iy Table 10.

The relative cogt of these staff development leaders and their

funding sources is shown in Table 11. Seaside and Union display

,slmilar patterns of fund sources, but Riverview is quite different.
4

A much higher percentage of the money for staff development leaders

in Riverview came from federal funds (52.8%) as compared with the

other two districts. Riverview.also drewit higher.percentage of

staff development support from "other funds" than did SeasAde and

Ubion. These higher proportions of federal and other funds that

were spent on s,taff development in Riverview can be attributed to

extensive staff development activities in the federally-funded Title

and desegregation programs and the activities 'of the teachers' col-

lege faculty and foundation-funded programs.



TABLE 10.-- Staff Development Leaders Compared to Number
of Teachers in the Three School Districts

Number of Teacher;

Number of Staff
Development Leaders

Rati-u-of-TeatheTs
to Staff Development
Leaders

Full Time Equivalent
(FTE) Staff Development

Leaders

Ratio of-Teachers
to FTE Staff
Development Leaders

N.f

Seaside
School
District

,5,300

170

31.2

71.3

74.3

RiVerview
School
District

Union
S0ool
District

4,100 4,200

124 82

33.1 51.2

64.9 45.5

63.2 92.3
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'NNTABLE 11.-- Cost
- in the Three School

of Staff Development
Districts by Funding

Seaside

Leaders
Source

Riverview Union

'k. tiP 'i

Funcling School School School'
Source District District DisCrict

4

General Fund $1,542,000

mow

( 94.1%) $ 543,000 ( 36.1%) $ 972,000,4-91%4U

Federal Funds 53,000 ( .2%) 794,000 ( 52.8%) 66,000 ( 6.2%)

Other Funds 43,000 ( 2.6%) 168,000 ( 11.2%) 26,000 ( 2.4%)

Total $1 638,000 (100.0%) $1,505,000 (100.0%) $1,064,000 (100.0%)

.0`
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There were two additional kind of costs associated)With leading

staff development activities initiated by the central /incest the

fees paid to consultants to assist district staff in planning and

conducting staff development activities .and the directsr,cpenses in-

curred in conducting activities (i.s., conference fees, travel to

conferences, dues for meibership in professional orgnaisations, publi-

cations and training materials, workshop facilities, rental, equip-

ment, and postage). Riverview spent considerably more on consultants

than did the other two districts (Riverview $212,000; Seaside $158,000;

Union $48,000), and most of it came from federal funds. Riverview

was also much higher in its spending on other direct costs for stiff

development (Riverview $175,000; Seaside $42,000; and Union $11,000).

Again, most of this money came from federal funds.

-General Patterns of Staff Develo ment Activieles
Conducted by Central Office Staff

Responsibility for staff development in each district was dis-

persed among a number of people and depailments. We found very few

attempts to coordinate the staff development activities of.these di-

verse people. Frequently the staff development leaders were unaware

of the activities of their colleagues, even when these activities

placed demands for time aqd.energy on the same teachers. This wide

dispersal resulted from a number of political and educational in-

fluences, of which we will discuss the three most important.

Staff Development as a Secondary Responsibility_,

Few central office_staff were explicitly charged with staff de-

velopment responsibilities. However, many central office staff mem-

bers found tha.t they had to carry out staff development to aCcomplish

the major objectiVes of their job. Thus, staff development respon-

sibilities became.imPortant ot sometimes predominant, but they grew

gradually ancliwere often-not formally recognized.

For exaMple, curricdlum specialists have traditionally been

.charged withdeVeiopirig curriculum Nang anci'seeing that teaAers

,carry them out.. For somd, this mearit a primary emphasis on writing

-751..



curriculum guides and minimal formalistic contact with teachers. For

others, the-job-sluwly evolved to -include more-and varied direct work

with teachers, in which their curricular focus sometimes became sec-

ondary.. These variations were possible because of the remarkable au-

tonomy such specialists often had in choosing how, when, and under what

conditions they Would Work directly with teachers. Siftce individual

curriculum specialists evolved toward a "'staff development o ta- 4

tion" largely as an puttrowth of their own particular job it was

unlikely that they would coordinate their work with colleagues in

other departments-or-divIsions.

External Pressures and Funding

Numerous pressures.on school districts and central office staffs

generated needs for staff development activity, including federal

and suite laws.and regulations, court decisions, and citizen con-
.

cerns. In Riverview, for example, the school desegregation plan

involved htiman relations training and experimental educational pro-

grams. In Seaside,,the physical education department had to help

teachers comply with recent federal regulations concefning sex dis-

crimination. Also in Seaside, the state's Early Childhood Education

Program mandated community involvement in decision making, and cen-

tral office'staff spent mUch time helpinglocal school staff develop

procedures to comply with state regulations. Thus, many central of-

fice staff members responsible for particular program areas (e.g.,

physical education, early childhood educationbecame ihvolved in

staff development.

In particular, the growth of categorical federarprograms in

the last fifteen years has encouraged compartmentalized staff de-

velopment activities. Bilingual education, compensatory education,

and career education programS-,-fore example, have included stiff de-
.

velopaent components. One person we interviewed said the effect has

been to establish a "dual school system." Staff development experi-

ences funded by particular federal programs serve only teachers or

schools involved in these programs. Programs with special funding

are often minimally coordinated with other district programs offer-

,



ing staff development; they sometimes "compete" for teacher time witt

povAr staff development program!, usually.with different abilities

to mandate teacher participation or reward it. If a school district

wishes to insititute a consistent staff development effort related

to 46,articuler-issue (wig., reading improvement), it is hard to over-
,

comd the fragmentation inherent in the dual system.

Organizational Pcilitics

The way that central office silrgtdevelopment was organized

also reflected the process of political strategizing and bargaining
N

that is typical in any large organization. When a school superin-

tendent or other district official wanted' to institute a new effort

in staff development, they often assigned the program to the people

they felt were the most competent to carry it out (or they assigned

it to friends or, political allies) irrespective df the lines, of re-

sponsibility in the organizational chart. ,$imilarly, when new stiff

development programs w*re proposed, departments and divisions com-

peted to gain these new programs or to minimize the threat the new

programs posed for their present programa.

The consequence of all these influences was to disperse respon-

sibility for staff development widely in the central office. Middle

level leaders carried out staff development with great personal au-

tonomy and little planning, coordination, or communication. This

system was neither centralized in light of district-wide priorities

nor decisively decentralized to mai(e it responsible to local schools.
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SECTION 5. TEACHER PARTICIPATION IN SCHOC6-BASED
AND DISTRICT-WIDE STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

InySection 4, we discussed the nature of staff development

activities initiated 'ty -central office staff.and analyzed the

costs associated with participa006 by cpotral offibe etaff it

staff development for teachers. In this section, Oe discuss the

natura of staff dtv_elopment aCtivities initiatepi st.the school

level. W.e'\found.a marked difference between_ the school districts
40'

in the extent to which school-based staff development activities
6

were encouraged. In this secIlion,-we also analyze the costs oi

all teacher participation in staff development (including paiti-

cipationip staff development experiences initiated at the school

level and in experiences initiated at the central office level),

Four Types of Teacher Time
:

In fixing the costs of teacher participation in staff de,

velopment, it is necessary to distinguish four categories of "teacher

time." First, much staff development occurssduring what we have

called salaried work.time. Staff development activities Airing

salaried work time are part of the regular work day of the teacher,
,

f,
.

as reflected in teacher contracts. Further, they do not.involve

the payment of an additional stipend or of a paid substitute teacher.

Regular teachers' meetings, professional day ; departffient and team ,

,

meetings, early dismissal Of students, and te hers' planning periods

present opportunities for staff development during salaried work ,

time. The arrangements that allow teachers tO participate in staff

develoRment during salaried work time sometimts invol4ie ano

s ; aff filember "covering" a teacher's_class, but only if,the ad,

\mini tTator, aide, other teacher, etc. who covers the class is

not a speciallY paid substitute mid covers the class as-part of his



;4.

A
4

regulat dutiete.. The tott to the 'district of salarlad-work time-

for staff development consists of tho eeltry and benefits paid for

that 414e; thus, if a teaClier spenti% pf her a4,1aried work timcpar-

ticipating in'ataff devilopment, we wOuld charge 5% of her-salary plus

benefits to staff development.

Second, Substitute release tl.me consists of iime spent in staff

development ectivities while a substitute tesicher -receives special

.pay to cover a teacher's class. To be conservative in our es

--of-staff-develoObent costa, we have incauded only the cost of the----

substitute'stime as a doSt for staff development activities en-

tailing substitute_release time.'

Third, stipend time oonsists of,time outside the salaried wOtk .

period designated in the teachers contract for which.a teacher is
, 4

paid addiiional money beyond his salary: The cost of this tithe fo

he school district then is the cost of the teacher stipend.

Fourth, some staff detvelopment takes place during the,teacher's

personal_ time. If a teacher takes a university coursg or district

sponsored workshop.o'n, a Saturdayt for exalle.and-- is not paid extra4

this s'taff devflopment activity involves personal time. Since the
.

study vas focused on staff development coits incurred by Chool ;

districts, the C of,personal time is hot included iNthe study,s14

.0f course, when t ers use personal time to participate staff

developmentNdehe districr can Incur ,other types of costs. Leaders %

for workahops hsld during personal time must be paid. And if the

teacher receives credit.lor participating in such a workshop that

leads to a subseiluent'salary increase, this salary increase is a

ataff development cost tO the School'district that must be amalyzedi.-
i

(Costs of. &slaw increases for participation in stAlf devel6Pment,

are distuSsed,in Sectioe 6.)

'. School Level Stiff DevelopTent2Activkties.,

, .

,

%
Id carrying out fhe study, we dlistingui.Oed tietween staff

. 0

development act.iwitties.initiated at 'the tentral'office (or Sub-
,

dioricf) level ,ankataff develoPment activities initiated at *the

schqql leveL 'As inoilcat4 jieli)w, there.were parked differences

.

.

it

..t



4m0ng the three-districts in-'-the.extent to-which-staff development
,

4pctivitia, initiated at the school level were encouraged within

the district.

We conciucted the study of Seaside first, and we did not

sharply distinguish school-initiated versus central office-initiated

activities in -our iniirviews with teachers 4nd principals. Thus,

tteltatimates we arrived at kbout theixtent of school-initiated

.eCtivities in Seaside are based on a subsequent review of our

,f-ield-notesi-we-feel- confident- that -our --observations aboutgeneral

patterns of school-initiated activity in Seaside are correct, but

quantitativeestimates of time spent are based on an.analysis after

the fact,. By the time we began the studies of Riverview and Union,

the distinction between school-initiated and central office-ini-

. tiated activities was clearly built into our data collection activ-

.ities, so.thae ra provide more detailed quantitatiye breakddwns con-
.

cerning.school-initiated activities.for Riverview and Union.

Eselmating Teacher Participation in
Staff Development Activities

Section 2 describes the methods that we employed in select-
,

ing a sample of schools at which to -c llect information about

school-initiated,staff development nd about the amount of teacher

time.spent on all:types of staff development. In eacb-school dis-
.

trict, we visited.a sample of the majar types of schoO!!1 (elementa-ry,%

junior high, high school,.elementary magnet, etc.), .i.nterviewing

the grincipal, i3eve-r-sai teachers, and other adminiatrative staff in-

vo\lved in staff development. From information gathered at the'sam-

Pied schools (which %.i4s cross-checked and reconciled with informa-

tion gathered from the central office), we.estimated the extent of

.
school-based staff development and of_total teacher time in staff

deVelo mdnt. ,Procedures for this estimation process are described

in Section'2 Find in. AppendiX G.
;

we discuss the patterns we found in each district.

8 *-
Seaside School Districe's Staff Developt6nt 'Activities

There was a general commitment to staff developmpnt.in the Seaside
*

1

S
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School District. Time was s t side in the yearly calendar during

which local schools could initiate their own staff development ac-

tivities; many central office staff worked cloaely with building

level staff to develop Olese activitie . School dl.strict norms ex-

pected teachers to participate in pr ssional responsibilities be-

yond the teaching day, and this WaS ally acknowledged in the

teachers' contract, which officially,designated an ight-hOtmAlorkday

even though the regular school da 44 only six and a half hours.

Several State policies fostere school-based-staff development. ,-

A state-supported early childhood educat n program required early

dismiisal for staff development once a week. Local schools had con-
.

siderable control over some state-'funds going to the district for

compensatory education, early childhood education, and other special

programs; many schools used part of this money for staff development.

Types of staff development activitieq largely arranged at.lpe

local level in Seaside included:

el Visitations: teachers observed other teachers, schools,
demonstration lessons, special projects, etc.

Staff and department met(tings: portions if faculty meet-
ings during the school'year were used for staff develop-
ment.

Shortened day workshops: some schools had programs that
dismissed students early on certain days so that staff
development workshops couad take place at the school, (e.g.,
early childhood education programs had early dismissal one

1 day per week).

Professional growth day workshops: teacher's were paid to
prepare fOr the opening of school for three days before
students were present and for one day between, semesters;
part of this time was used for workshops.and'seminars at
the :.schools.

Other workshops and co.urSes:the district operated an eic-
tenfiive set of workshopsrand courses which, along- wifh
many of the other staff development aceivities, tould

-qualify a teacher for salary increases.

Planning meetings:.district and building committeet fre-- '

quently developed new programs w:ith the.help of eentral
office-staff and consultants.

While wi.have chosen to call these six types of ACtivities

1
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schOol,based staff. developman., 9111.Y "Itiff_snd department meetings"

and "visitations" were ntirely school-based; each of the others en-

tailed some distriCt-wide sessions. Hbweimr, the predominant mode

bf all six types was school-based.

Seaside. Table 12 summarize)* the data obtained from our interviews

'in the sampled schools in Seaside. It shows the number of teacheri

at' each school, the total salaried work time hours.(number of teachers

times the 1440 howr work year), total staff development hours used,-

the percentage of time entailed in staff development, and the break:

down of the staff development hours into the six major types of ac-

tivities listed above. Quite a. variation is shown among the five

elementary schools we sampled in percentage:of time spent in staff

development (from 18.31% to 2.42%). In the firs elementary school

sampled, the principal was making extensive.use of every, opportunity

for staff development (e.g. , promoting visitations, bringing in con-

sultants to faculty meetink, using all the shortened school day

-time, etc.), while the principal In the fifth elementary school was.

doing tittle to promote staff development.

The subtotals for each of the three different types of schools

show that considerably more salaried work time was spent in staff

development at the elementary schools (8.22%) as compared with the

junior and senior high schools (5.84% and 5.70%, respectively).
,

,

While the secondary school teachers spent somewhat more time on

16

the average in the "other workshops and courses" than did the ele-

mentary school teachers, the "Shortened day workshops" and the exte)-
hoolsive use of "staif department meetings" by some elementary sc

.
.

prinOpals for staffideveloment appears to have produced the higher
4

.percentage, 4
w:

.
Overall'RerCentages. of salaried work time.spent_in staff 'de-

._

Neloi)Mnt Or t saMpled jUnior htgh and Sehi-o'r highs

'schools were Ilted.to ettiMate t'fie tote4 liourt end the average hourt

per yeaT that t chers 'petit n staff TeVelopMent in $etitifieN.Thesr"e'

calculations- of tim& spen:t are shqwn in.Table r in Appendix ..."These



TAEL2 Wbrk Time Teachers Spamt in Schoo1-8ased Staff
Development Activities in the Sampled Schools of the Seaside
School District

SCHOOLS SAMPLED

First Elem. Sch.

Second Ilea. Sch.

Third Elem. Sch.

Fourth Elem. Sch.

Fifth Elem. Sch.

Subtotal

First'Jr. High
Second Jr. High

First Sr. High
Second Sr. High

Subtotal

NUHEER OF
TEACHERS

**)

TOTAL HRS. TOTAL STAFF PERCENTAGE
SALARIED DEVELOP- STAFF
WORK TIHE HENT HRS. 'DEVELOPMENT

11 15,840 2,901 18.311

14 20,180 1,512 7.50%

33 47,520 5,858 12.33%

18 25,920 1,647, 6.35%

50,402 1 220 2.42%

111 159,840 13,138 8.22%

100 144,000 9,860 6.85%
60 86 400 3 592 4.16%

160 230,400 13,452 5.84%

85 122,400 8,460 6.91%
96 480 4 024 4.17%

152 218,880 - 12,484 5.70%

:tor arnoramr Actrcuriss (nv NOM)

VISITA
TATIONS.

:

STAFF/
DEPT.

MEETINGS

:.*.SMORTKR

DAY WORK-
SHOP

GROWTH DAY
WORKSHOP

MUM
WORKSHOPS
& COURSES

MANNINO
MIRTINGS

415

.--

545

36

75

'

880

11120

2,640

_--

350

1,32.0

NI, ONO =1

.1. OM.

900

560

286

364

856

351

UM

......

28

1,695

---

--a

)

11114111

120

360

7---

1,071

1,260
240

4,990

2,000
.--

2,780

WO =HIM

- __

-

2,087

2,600
1,560

----.-
1,723

,

3,642
1,684

487

358

108

1,500

...

40

2,000

1,700
1,005

MAIM

4,160

2,210
1 742

5.326

4,250

1 101

466

300

136

40
--.
2,705 3,952 5,351 436



same percentagesTwsre used to calculate the cost of this salaried

work.time as shown in Table 28 in Appendix A. Table 13 summarizes

these calculations indicating theitotal. hours per year teachers spent

on staff developrfient during salaried work time and the costs *this

timv. Table 13 also shows the total hours and costs of teacher time

when paid substitute teachers or stipends ware employed. Over, 93% -

,

of the time that teachers in Seaside spent in staff development vas

during salaried work time without the use,of substitute teachers or

stipends.

Riverview School District's School-
Based Staff Development Activiti,es

In Riverview almost all staff development resulted from pro-

grams initiated by the central office and subdistrict office staff.

Leadefship at the school level for staff development was not gen-

erally encouraged and school-based staff development was virtually

nonexistent. In many cases such local school initiative was im-

possible because the schedule was filled with numerous voluntary

and mandatory activities sponsored by central office departments.

As with Seaside, we f6und great differences in the level of-interest

in staff development among scHool principals in Riverview. However,

there was little variation among schools in the percentage of sal-4

aried work time dev9ted t.\o school-based staff development. Even

those princixals with high interest did not have much "space" for

initiating school-based staff development. Principals interested

in staff development for their teachers generally encouraged them

,
to take-advant-age of the many district-sponsored activities.

The school-based staff development activities that did exist

in Riveiside inclu'ded:

Staff and department meetings: portions of faculty meetings

during the school year were used for staff development.

Visitations: teachers observed other teachers or schools.

In-class assistance: principals or instructional coordina-

tors 'helped teachers in their classrooms.

School-based workshops; some schools brought in.consul-

tants or district specialists for workshops.



TABLE 13.r-Cost of Teachers' Staff Development
Time in the Seaside School District,

Salaried Work Time

.1Vtal HOurs

Per Year. Cost

539,404 $5,799,00.0

Substitute Released
Time* 31,400 157,000

Stipend Time* 4,400 27,000

Total 575,209 $5,983,000

cc

*Tithe and cost data were provided for all teachers in the school
district by the central office.

4.
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Teacher4SktidiPition in-Staff IieVilopmentsmtivities in

Riverview. Table 14 shows the very limited school-based activ-

ities that oocurred 4uring teachers' salaried work time in the

sampled schools in Riverview. Because of the large number of federal

programs in Riverview staff devalopment components, Table 14.(and

subsecittent analyses) analyze staff development' activities for dis-

trict and federally-funded teachers separately. The subtotal per-

centages for school-based staff developmenl atpong district and

fe-derally-funted-elementary-teachers-and-the-highschool-teachers-

was used to estimate the total and average'hours per year teachers

spent in school-based staff_development (see Table 29 in Appendix A).

The district-wide staff development activities sponsored by

the central office staff in Riverview are shown in Table 15. Can-

tral office specialists made extensive use of inservice days, cur-

riculum workshops, and general workshops to pre ent new curricula

and teaching ideas to teachers. Also, teacher were given time off

to attend the yearly teachers' convention to promote profdssional

growth. The six reading clinics traine&reading speciaiists in ad-

dition to serving crldren. The distinction between district-paid

and federally-funded teaching positions wail important to make be-

.

cause many workshops,were sponsored by the federal'Orograms de-
.

partment for only'the federally=fundeeteachers.

Three tables in Appendix A show calculations for the'time

and cost of salaried work time in staff development in Riverview.

Table 30 presents the combined total of .&chbol-based'and 'district-

wide staff,fievelopment hours and calcniates: the percentafe of sal-
.

aried work time' tiley represented. Tt can be sken that, as in Sea-
.

side, eleMentary teachers tended to.spend more time in-staff de-
.

velopment than*did secondary'teachers '(although.the peroentages are

much smaller than.in'SeAside). ', Also.t,he federally-fnnded teachers .

received proport*nately more staff developmeht-.time than the dis-
,

.

trict-funded teschers.' TabPe'31 6ses' these' percentages to calcu

i
laV the total and .ths averdge hours spept by the different types

of teachers in salarlea- work time crl staff development. Table W
4 (-
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TAILS 14,--Salarioid Work Time Teachers Spent in School-Based
Staff Development Activities in the Sampled Schools of the
Riverview School Distrit

SC1KVLS SAMPLED TUCKER
FUNDING

First Elmm. Sch.

Second Elem. Sch.

Third Elem. SO.

District
Federal

District
Federal

District
Federal

Fourth Elem.'Sch. Distrwict

rlderal
0

rifth Elem. Scb.":-.District
° Wede:ral

Sixth E1ter.:44;71:. -

rdstistl:

8.yentreatiti;k:01-
o ,;

Eigheb Elem.2Sch.;

Ninth

'ninth

Sch
.

Elem. Sch.

Subtotal

4 First. High Sch.'

Second High Sch.

Third High Sch.

Subtotal

radiritl 9

DistrfcC

District

Federal
oppwww.

DieWtict

,District

District

6istrixt

NUMBER OF
TRACKERS

TOTAL-HRS.
SALARIED
WORK TEM

k

TOTAL STAFF
DEVELOP-
NEWT HRS.

PERCENTAGE
STAPP

DEVELOPMENT

ITAFI Demormsmr_wrivzrzs, (Zm inns)

STAFF/
DEPT.

MEETINGS

VISITA-
TIONS

IN-GLASS
ASSISTANCE

SCHOOL
BOARD
WORKSHOPS

20 28,180 3 .01X 3 111111.

1.5 2,114 .00% mg

?9
30,998 377 1.22% 91 12 4 270

12%681 105 .83% 64 9 5 27

17 23,953 72 .30% 61 11

5 7,045 18 .26% 18

12.6 17,753 :03%
10

3 4,227 1 .02%

21 29,589 47 .16% 25 3 17

. 6 8,454 .09% 3 5

9 12,681 7 .06% 7

2 2,818 48
1.70%

48 gg

24> 40,861 14 .03% 14

a 4. 5,636 0 .00%

.73'. 1 32,548 159 .49% 156 3

.1; :19.9 28,039 535 1. 91% 269 14 252

*5 .89X 139 32 IL
195,3! 1,467 .53% 740 84 356 287

1.80 ..42% 86 62 5 27

10446h° .7.1)52 .91% 222 360 370

68

84

° 15011.1

1.1.11.n§.

- -3550
..,.,

.68% 612 28

35

10

90 ;

226 318,434 1,727 .54% 460 370
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15.--Salaried ybrk Time Teachers Spent in
rict-Wide Staff Development Activities During
School Year in the Riverview School District

Total
District-Wide
Staff Dev't
(In Hours)

School

chers

District 71,961
Federal 16,910

School
:thers 18,162

Staff Development Activities (In Hours)

Inservice -Teachers' Reading Curriculum General
Day Training Convention Clinic Workshops Workshops

18,172
3,108

8,001

18,172

3,108

8,001

13;662 8,204
7,620

2,160

13,751

3,074

a

v

9 3



uses these percentage* to calCulate,the cost* Of this time in

salaries and benefits.

Table 16 summarizes the total time and total coit data for

the three different arrangements of teachers' time in staff develop-
t,

ment (salaried work time, substitute release time, ancr stipend time).

In contrast to Seaside (where 93% of the total ofAteach*rs staff de-

velopment hours was from salaried wocaime), 50% of the total hours ),

spent on staff development in Riverview were in salaried work time

and-about 37%-were-in-stipend-time-.----Andi -aa-we-have-seen,-much-lees

time overall was spent in staff development in Riverview than in

Seaside. As will be discussed in the next section on incentives

fOr staff development, the relatively large,amount of time that

Riverview teachers spent in staff development activities for.which

they were reimbursed by stipends was reiked to the Aistric s school

- desegregation effort.

Union School District's Schooi-Based
Staff Development Activities

In Union we documenteetwo major sources of school-based staff

developnIent activities: (1) those related.to the desegregation ef-

forts of the staff development teams and (2) voluntary after-school

planning and program development fostered by principals, supervisors,

and teachers themselves.- Pronounced collegiality existed in many

of the small geographically dispersed schools in Union, and it ap-

peared that school building Staffs had decided to rely mOre on one

'another as the financial resources of the district became tighter

and loose money for staff development experfbnces disappeared.

The types of school,-based staff development activities we

found in the sampled schools included:

Staff and department meet,ings: portions of the faculty
meetings during the school year used for staff AdeVelopment.

nning meetings: district and building committees.and
gro pS of teachers convened to plan program curricula,

etc. (e.g., the meetings with staff development special-

ists to develop local desegregation plans).
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TABLE 16.--Coat of Teachers' Staff Development Time:in
the Riverview School Distitict

-0

Salaried Work Time

Substitute Released

Total HOUPO
Per Year Cost

e_

137,133 $1,492,000

728'.;884 132;1000

Stipend Time * 95,333. 572,000

Total 261,350 $2,196,000

R _ _
ft

4

*Time silt cost data were'provided for all teachers in the
schoo4 districtoby thq ceatral offic.e.
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Aisttationst teachers observing other teachers, schools,
and programs.

In-class assistance: teachers receiving direct Assistance
or feedbaCk from specialists, supervisors,'or principals
on-instftctional matter;

Sclibol-based workshops: sessions arranged by the 'principals
and teachers for their local school.

Staff development days: alternating schools devoting one
full da9 each month to staff development sessions at the'
school.

Union, Table. 17 summarizes the data obtained from our interviews

in the sampled schools in Union. It shows the time spent.on staff

development'by district-4unded and 4ederally-furided 61achers at each

samplea school in the six types of staff development ctivities
a

listed above. Six kinds of schools were sampled (elementary, junior

high, senior high, alternative, special, and career schools) so

that differences in the,extent of school-based staff development ac-

tivity coup be noted.

VhilelthOre is much more school-based staff development in

Union's schools than in Riverview's,Ithe percentages fall far short

of those for Seaside. Only in the alternative and career schools

(which placed special .emphasis, on staff development because of the

experiAlintil nature of the schools' programs) do teachers spend more

than 5% of salaried work time in staff development. Table 33 in Ap-

pendix A uses the average percentages for salaried work time spent

in school-based staff development to calculate the total and the

average hoOrs per year a teacher at each of these kinds of schools

spent in staff development. Table 34 in Appendix A c'alculates the

salaried work time in school-based staff development for all dis-

trict and federally-flanded teachers and shows that teachers in both

groups s nt about the same percentage of time in s ff development

(less than 3%)

Time spent in district-wide staff development activities spon-

sored by. the central office staff n Union is shown in Table 18. This
.

table indicates tfiat proportionately more time was spent by federally-

-94-



TAILS 17.--8e1ar1od Work Time Teachers Spent in School-Based

Staff Development\Activities in the Union School District'

SCHOOLS SAMPLED TEACHER
FUNDINQ

NUMBER OF
TEACHERS

TOTAL HRS.
SALARIED
WORK TINE

TOTAL STAFF
DEVELOP-
HINT HRS.

PER aNTAGE
STAFF

DEVELOPMENT

First, Elem. Sch,. District 15.5 22,785 540 2.i7%

Federal 3.5 5,145 180 3.50%

Second Ilea. Sch. District 18 26460 505 1.91%

Federal 5 7,350 140 1.90%

Third Ilea. Sch. District 18 26,460 401 1.522

Federal 4 5,880 87 1.48%

Fourth ilea. Sch. District 18 26;460 747 2.82%

Federal 2 2,940 83 2.821

FifthAtlea. Sch. Notrict 12 17,640 352 2.00%

Federal 2 2,940 34 1.16%

Sixth Elem. Sch. District 19 27,930 884 3.17%

Federal 1 1,470 47 3.20%

MD
Seventh Elsa. Sch. Distriet 10 14,700 302 2.05%

Highth Elea. Sch. District 14 20,580 390. 1.90%

."Nintk ilea, Sch. District 16 .23,520 380 1.62%

Tenth Elem. Sch. Disstrict 18 16,460 545 2.06%

Eleventh Elem. Sch. District 10 14,700 57; 3.891

Subtotal District 168.5 247,695 ,618 2.27%

Federal 17.5. 25,725 571 2.222

First Jr. H.S. District 32/ 47,040 639 1.36%

Second Jr. H.S. District 3b 52,920 1,736 3.28%

Federal 1
_- 2.940 3.33%

Subtotal District 68 99,9* .4 2,3/5 2.38%

Federal 2- 2,94W 98 3.33%

First Sr. H.S. District 51 74,970 1,.5115 2.02%

Second'Sr, H.S. District .27 39j 690 A,275 3:21%

Subtotal District 78 114,660 2,793 2.44%

Alternetive Sch. District 18 26,460 3,621 .11:42%

Federal 3 4;410 503 11.41%

Special Sch. Dist. DistriCt 13 / 19,110 644 3.37%

Career Sch. Dist. District. 45 66,150 3,525 5,33%

srArr.Dinioliagr ACTIVITM 010/POURS)

STAFF/
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TABLE 1B:--Salaried WOrk Tips Teachers Spent.in Disirict-,
Wida Staff Development ActiNities Duiing the School Year'?
by Funding pourci in the Union ,School District

0115,.

4

;Olaf'
Te4chers' District-Wide
Funding Staff Dep't
source (fn Hours)

Distritt

Federal

14,945

15,568

'rota& 30,513

Staff D Vs Activities In Hours

Teachers', Curr Desegregation Gionerel

Cmyention WatIkjt, Workshops Workshopp,

3,938 513 7,509 2',9115

.375 6 751 1,242 7,108,
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fibded teachers in district-vide staff development than by district-
_

funded teachers., The state teathers' convention Affected staff de-
.

velOpment time equally between thi,two types of teaCheri. The de-

eegregatim workshops held by ths staff developbent Specialists af-

fected the federal teachers someWhat more heavily because all of the

schools receiving Tifle I funds (end hence having federally-funded

teachers) were involved ifi desegregation, whereas some of the non-

Title I scbools were not desegregating. However, there were a very

'large number of curriculum and general workshops held'exclusively

for the 220 federally-lundled teachers, with'each teachar.spepAing

over 60 hours during the year i such workihopi (compared to less
,

than one hour during.the Year spent in these two types of workshops'

by district-paid teachers).

Three tables in Appendix A show' calculations for the time

and cost of salaried work time in staff development for Union tea

ers. Table 35 combines the hours spent in school-based and dist ct-

wide stiffodevelopmeqt and shows the Maher percentage of time t

jecierally-funded teachers spenf in .staff development (7.70% vs:

2.85% for district-funded teachers). Table 36 transforms these per-

centsges into ho6ri per.year and shows the overall percentage of

staff development time spent by Union teachers. Table 37 sl'iows how

the costs of this staff development time was computed.

Table .11 'summarizes the total time and cost data for the

three different arrangements' for teacher time in staff development

(salaried work time, substitute release time, and stipend time)..

As in Seaside, over 90% of the total hours per yelir that Union's

teachers spe'nt in staff de'velopment Vas during salariedOwark time.

.

Comparing the Extent of Tgacher Participation
in Staft Deveilopment

The previous analyses showed that the,Seaside School Dis-

trict's pattern of providing staff development activitieA for .

4tachers was markedly different from those of Riverview and Union.

Table 20 indicates the 'average amount of time a teacher in each

district spent in the three diiferent arrangements'for,staff de-

100
-97-
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TABLE 19.--Cost of Teachers' Staff Development
Time in the Union School Disirict

Salaried Work Time'

'Substitute Release
Time*

Stipend Time*

Total

Total. Hours

Par Year

191;818

gob

-, Cost .

$2,229,000

74,000

27,D00

$2,330,000 2

*Time and cost data were provided for all teachers in
the school district by the central office.
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TABLE 20.-nAverage Number.of Hours per Teacher Spent in S--t:;4

Doliolopment during the School Year id the Thres _School Districts_

, Seaside
School-

4\
bistrict

Riverview Union
school School

District

Salarfed Work Time

Substitute'llelease Time

Stipetcl.Time

Totals

:101.71

5.92

.83

33.45

7.04

23.25

45.67

3.52

1.07

108.46 4 63.74. 50.26

vik

i ci

4

,71

".

a

4

4

4.

.14

r-

4
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vetoiment. On tbe average teacher in Seaside spent 108

in staff. developpent, While a Riverview teacher spent 64 hours

and a Union.teacher spent 50 hoiirs. Thus, Spreside teaciars 'spent,

roughly twice es muchtbtime on staff devertOment as comparel vith

teachers in'Riverview and Union. . (

Major.differences in the use of salaried work time and eft-

pend time are also apparent. In Seaside over'100 houri per year

4 wap spent by an average feacher)in staff development during salarled

work time. ,Teachersin Riverview spent only 33 hours durtng salaried

work time and teachers in Union only 46 hours. However, Rivecview

paid for 9ver-23 hours per teacher in stipend tin& for staff de-

velopment, coMpared to only about an hour a year per teacher in

- Seasi4e and Union. Riverview also paid for more substitute re-

lease time than did the tyr two, but the difference was not large.

. 4
Table 21 shows how much these different amounta of teacher

time doet the school distriCts. It should be noted that these Chree

arrahgements for staff development analyied.in Table 21 (i.e., sal-

aried work time, substitute release time, and stipend time) have

different cost implications for a'district. Theoretically, the

salaried work time that teachers spend in staff development can

be increased within some limits withoUt adding any additional "cost"

to the school district, tecause the professional staff are given

fixed salaries for a contracted work day and work year. How much

of this time is spent in staff development is a matter of some

discretion. A'district is usually bound by state,code to provide
#

a certain number of hours of instruction for students and by teach-
,.

,

er agreements to allow teacher preparation time; etc., but there

are some hours of salaried work time in the school year that can b

-Ised for 'staff development by teachers., However, substitute teach-

er release time arid stipend time av) "aNitional costs" to a school

district, which can be incoOased only by allocating addisional.monies

From this perspective, Riverview and Union, were using less'

of the time available to th m for staff develcipment within the

salkaried work time of teac ers than qlts Seiltide. 'Also, Rivervi.e.w

was attempting to generate. Ynore time for staff development by paying 0

3
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TABLE 21. 7-Cost of Teachers! Time epent in,Staff Development
in the Three School Districts

a

,Salaried Work Time

-
Substitute Release

Time* 157,000'

Stipend Time** 27,000

Total

Seasida
School
District

$5,779,000

$5,983,000 $2,196,000 $2,.330,8700

Riverview Union
'School SchooX
District District

- $1,492,000.' $2,229,000

132,000 74,000

572,000 27,000

'

'*Costs are based on salaries and benefits paid to the substitute teachers hired
'to release clasroom teachers for staff development.

A

4

,

**Costs are only for the 'actual stipends paid.`
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teachers stipends, which cos the district $572,000, for time be!t

:Yond the teachers' contract. The implicationsof such-policies ill

.be xamUled in the discuasion of incentives for participation in

.staff'development in the-next section,'

1Patterns of Teacher Participation in School-Basd
vs. District-Wide ACtivities

1

The three school districts studied showed sieral aifferenc4s

in the configuration of staff aevelopment activities in which teacih-

ers particIpated. In Seaside thi 'large number of central --alice

-staff members involved in.staff development both initiated their

awn activWes and suppdrted activities initiated at the school

level. Riverview also had's large group of central office people i

doing stafi divel9pment, but their work was definitely not focused

on the_local schools. Their aCtivity was district-wide, focusingj

on topics and needs determined by, these largely autonomous speciall

ists: ,Virtually no school-based staff.developmeni existed in Riveir

In Union, financial pressures had reduced much of the dis-

trict-wide staff develoPment activity for teachers, eAcept for

those involved in federal programs. A new initiati in desegre-
_

gation (supported by district funds during the year tudied) did

encourage some school-based staff development. In addition, the

reduction of central office sponsoring staff development activities;

seemed to have been "replaced " by some school-based activities gen-'

erated by teachers and principals in the relatively small, geograph

ically dispersed schools.
;

Reviewing the patterns across all thi-ee districts; we found

that the following factors either encouraged or discouraged staff

development initiative at the schooflevel:

. District Stheauling that- alloOed time for schootiniti-
, -- .. -.
ated star development strongly encouraged it:

Structuri'g the jobs of central office staff so that they
.included reSponding to needs identified by local schools
encouraged school-initiated staff development.

-102- 1 95
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Dectintrelitation,of budgeting-and planningidacilions to
the school level ncouraged schOol-initieted staff de-
velopmint.

The Commitment to staff develoOment
,

of the, building

cl.pal could greatlyj.ncresse the level of:Schooi-initieted-
staft divelophent activityibut this effect was diminiShiid
If the central office did not ncourage such tafrde4i1op-
ment through its Aistrict-wide.policies.

...The development of a belie among teacher* thattstaff.de-
velopment was part of their professional responsibility
encouraged school-initiated staff developmentj the develop-.
ment of a belief that teachers should be paid extra for,
staff development particiOstion discouraged it,

4
The existeince of c011igiility dnd a.sense of special shared
purpose at the school-building level encouraged school-ini-
tiated staff deve1opMent. Given such cOmmitment, the avail-
ability of such reso rces as substieutejtime and consultant
DioneY influenced th xtent of,the staff developrent parti-

dVation.

The existence of xtrisive sel ol staff development ex-

periences devise independently- b4 the central office staff
discouraged scbool-initiated staff developmet.

too

4

1 0.6
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SECTION.6. INCENTIVES FOR TEACHERS TO
iARTICIPATE IN STAFF DEVELOPMENT

. .%

a Four Monetary Incentives

It telrear 'that in fact many tacher,* do not pariicipate

volun tarily in staff development. The resson.frequently given in

our interviews was that the school ifistricts' inservice programs

were."bering," "irrelevant," "impractical," "busy work'," etc. Thus,

one possible aNAnue.fOr-Increasing participation is to improve,the

quality of the.experiences themselves and we frequently'heard from

teAchers that this could be AccomplOhed by giving teachers.a 4ayger

rOle In designing them.. The.effect-of various intrilisic incentives

fo partiCiating In:St4ff dtvelopment deserves careful study. SUCh

issues of quality are beyond the scope of our reswerCh.

However, our study does illuminate the nature of monetary in-.-

centives for staff development participation. These incentives re-

, present a sizable school district expenditure, but school district

staff do not usually reflect-on their impact. The three sqlool dis-

tricts- we studied made differing uses of four major types of monetary

incentives:

Substitute release time: hiring a substitute teacher to

tAke a teacher's class or classes while the teacher parti-

cipatid in staff development.

Stipend time: ,paying a teacher additional money 'beyond his

regular salarY-to attend a ataff development,session outside

of the Warted work time.

Sabbatic41: paying A teacher a portion of her salary during

leive of 'absence (usually a year) to pursue some educa-

tional or professional growth experience.

Salary incrase for educitionAl attainment: moving a

tescher,one (or several) steps up the educational attain-

ment index of the salary scale because he has completed

co1gao...405rk, degrees, or educational experiences sanctioned

by the school district.
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These four incentives are obviously quite different. The use

of substitute release'time for staff development dose not compensate

the teacher monetarily, but ite,!oes
.

the teicher to participate

- in staff development during time- or whiChThe)(she is already. being

paid. Stipend time requirqs that additiohal t1i beyond the workday

be spent in staff development activities and doe not reimburse the

teacher at the same hourly rate as salaried, work time. However,

stipend time does. pfavide extra incom, and followi ari aften stated
4

guideline of teacher unioniats,'"extra pay for eXtra work." Sabbatitals

do not fully cOmpensate .tha7ttather for.the time-spent away.from the

classroom; usuallOkhe teache't receives half pay or lesq. However,

sabbaticalt can provide time off fval teaching with some financial

benefits to complete gcaduate.degrees that lead to salary increases.

Thp incentiv'es involved in salary increases for educational

attainment are complex tO analyze. They Are often linked to state-

recertification standards and to school district/university -r.elation-

ships. Also, they'are often seen by teachers as part of the school

district's "benefits" rathe'r than as an incentive or reward for im-
. -

provement. Further, salary increases have both,short- and long-term

costs to the districtt. In the school year immediately subsequent to

the teacher's qualifying for an educatipnal increase, the school dis-

trict must pay an adaitional amount in salary to the teacher (a short-

term'cosf to the district). However, that additional amount of salary

will be paid to that teacher every.yfar that he/she remilips a teachher

in the district (a long-term cost to the district).

The costs of these four monetary incentives for teachers in

Seaside, Riverview, and Union are shown in Table 22. The tbtal cost

of each incentiveto the district and the average cost per teacher

are presented. One can see that stipend time in Riverview and salary

increases in Seade were major expenditures, significantly greater

than the other incentives.

Substitute,release time was used to a lesser degree in Union

than in the other two districtp. In previous years, substitute

release.time had been more prevalent in Union (comparable to Sea-

side and Riverview), bvit it was reduced'during financial retrench-

-199
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f TABLE22. --Costs of Incentives r Teachers to Participate
in Staff Development in. the Three School Districts

4
'1

Incentive
School Cost

District Staff Devel.

Cost Per

Teacher

Time

'(In Hoursy

'Time per

Teacher
(In Hours)

Number
of

%Teachers

Percentage
of Teachers
Involved

Substitute
Release Time

t

Stipend'
Time

Sabatticals

Salary
Increases

Seaside 1'11,000

Riverview 132,000

Union $ 74,000

Seaside $ 27,000

Riverview $ 572,000

Union $ .27,000

Seaside $ 86,000

Riverview $. 158,000

Union $ 138,000

Seaside $ 870,000

Riverview 205,00Rdy

Union $ 199,000

$ 29.62

$ 32.20

$ 17.62

$ 5.09

$ 139.51

$ 6.43

$ 16.23

$ 38,54_

$ 32.86

$ 164.15

$ 50.00

$ 47.38

31,400

28,884

.14,800'

4,400

95,333

4,500

5.92

7.04

3.52

.83

23.25

f.07

INNS

OOP

Va

10

16

12

902

205

250

IMP

0.19%

0.39%,

0.28%

17.1)

5. %

57'95%

1 L



'sent. Riverview appears to tiavs invested soMewhat more in substitute

release Unit thart:Seasfete-.'

'Stipend time was a. major incentive for staff dowelopment in

Riverview but a minor One In the other two districts. Riveryir

, paid selected leaChers $572,000 for several weeks of. summer curriculum

' development, a month of start-up planning of magnet schools,in the

Corr, .and.nueerous. Saturday and after-school workshops during thi?

scbool yeer.for esegregation and huMan'relations. The average

teacher wee r.inbirsed for 23.25 hours'through stipends. Of course,

not fll of the- district teichers, participeted -in those. prpgrims.

The district estimated that less than a third participated; which

would mean roughly 70 hours pe'r participating teacher or over $500

in additional saIa'ry.

Sabbaticalgcaffected very few teachers in the three districts.

Each year, as Table 22.indicates, less than I% of thi teachers were

on sabbatical leave. Hotever 141 all of the salary that was paid to

teachers on sabbatical was a staff development coat, significant

sums of money were involved.

Seaside made major use of salary increases as an incentive,

compared with the other two districts. The $870,000 that Seaside

spent on short-term salary increases for completion of education

credits was more than three times aa much as the other two districts

spent. Alsoit as Table 22 indicites, about four tiMes as many teach-

ers in Seaside received salary increases as in the other two dis-

tricts. Further, the costs of\salary increases shown in Table 22

are only 'short-term costs for incr,eases granted for the year uncier

study. While it was not possible for us to accurately analyze long-
,

term costs of these increases, one should remember, for example,

that if the average teach'er in a district continues to teach for ten

years after receiving an educational increase of'$1,000 per year,

the long-term cost of tbis increase to the district is $10,000.

Below, we analyze the nature of the salary increase systems

in the three school districts in more detail.



,r

'Anelystu,of SalarrIncrease Systems

tech of the. three school district, awarded talary- ibetease's

to teachers for completini educational cderse work. Universities

and colleges tn the.three cities offered courses and degree proir-.

G.
grams foi teachers that cotinted to,vards these salary increiies. Hov-

%
ever, (tech Ateteigt also had other impoitWt arrangedents tp encoUrage

.

rs to complete ducational..credits. Seaside offered an exten-
,_....

et set of in-district coursekshops, and seminars which couittea
1

towa de salary-incieases.''-iii*e0 -School District administered a .

. ._,
l I

I

pOlvata endowment futd which ei18104 4,000- in tuitien-Ischolarithipo------

tbr teachers toe uhiversity Courses. Union ,School Dietrfct of-
.

fered some proftisional growth courses, many of which counted.towards

salary incre;tses. Also Union had agreements with four nearby.uni-

versitiesi through which the district earned tuitiOn credits for its.

1:
teachers by accepting student teachers from the universities. In

the year studied, Union teachers used $287;000 in tuition credits.

Both tbe $184,000 in scholirships in Riverview and the $287,000 in

tuition credits in Union were excluded from the cost analyiis of in-
, %

centives because they were not part of the diltricts expenditures.
f

They do, however,.repreent six/11)1;e staff development incentives in

the complex system for encouraging salary increases.

Tables 38, 39, and 40 in Appendix A present the 'entire salary,
4

schedules for the three districts. Each schedule 'also indicates the

number of teachers at each longevity step apd each educational at-

,

tainment level.3
8

-.
Both,the structure of the.salary schedules and the distribution

of teachers on them'were markedly different in the three districts.

Looking first at differences in the structures of the scales, one

can see that Seaside 's salary schedule had six levels of educational

attainment; Rivertiew's had four; and Union's had five (see Table 23). .

However, Seaside's schedule did not place great emphasts on attain-

ing graduate degrees. A teaeher could attain four of the six levels

in Seaside without getting a master's degree. Thus, through the ex-

tensive set of in-district staff development activities, teochers

113
-111-

s



6

k

TABLE 23.--Salary Increase for CoMpleting iducaponal Credits
Provided Wthe Thre, Districts for an Eighth Year Teacher

S A SA D

gStelpe Salary
(f increase)
over B.A.*)

-RIVERVIEW

Steps Salary
(-4- increase)
over B.A.*)

UION
Steps, Salary

(+ increase)
over 11.A.*)

.

B.A. $12,427 B.A. $12,750 '
B.A. ' $12,555

($0) ...
($0) ($0

B.A. plus $13,041 - - 16.A. plus $12,917 .

18 sem. hrs. (+ $614) 15 sem. hrs. (+ $362)

B.A. plus $13,655 M.A. $13,750 M.A. $13,919

36 sem. hrs.
or M.A.

(f $1,228) (+ $1,000) L (+ $1,364)

[

B.A. plus $14,268 -
. -

60 sem. hrs.
or M.A. plus

(+ $1,841) /

24 sem. hrs. A

. .

- -. M.A. plus $14,850 M.A. plus $14,196

30 sem. hrs. (+ $2,100)
I

30 sem. hrs. (Af $1,641)

M.A. plus $14, 882

i
42 sem. hrs. (+ $2,45)

M.A. plus $15,496 - -
_ -

60 sem. hrs. (f $3,069)

- Ph.D. $15,850 Ph.D. $15,102

(+ 1,100) (+ $2,547)

. .

Figure'in parentheses for each step indicates amount of additional

salary teachers who completed this step receive beyond the salary

they would receive if they were in the initial B.A. step.

-112- 114



could earn semester hour credits and attain Class D on the scale

without taking university courses. addition, the top ilievel of

Seaside's schedule,did not requiixe obtaining a Ph.D. as in the other

two districts.

In contrest tolSeeside, both. Riverview and Union had tructVes

that strongly emphasised graduate degrees. As Table 23 indicates,

Union had only two stops on its scale that di'd not regUire a degree,

while Riverview had only one. f

The amounts of salary increases for particular steps were also

quitt- different-itcroms the three districts._ The steps (or classe
A ,

in Seaside increased at a fixed amount: $614 or 6.5% of a *sginni

teacher's salary. The steps in Riverview increased $1,000-i,100

(roughly 10% of a beginning teacher's salary). Union's scale was

quite diffexent; it aWarded greater increases for coniptleting de-

grees than for reaching intermediate steps. For example, the increases
Ts

between the steps for an eighth year teacher in Unio6 were:

$362 additional for 15 semester hours beyond a B.A. degree,

$1,002 additional for an M.A. degree

$277 additional for 39 semester hours beyond an M.A. degree

$906 additional for a Ph.D. degree

Table 23 highlights the difference in the salary schedul50

bf the three districts by showing the basic steps in the schedule

41ft.

and amount Of money paid to a typIcal eight-year teacher. Several

impQrtant differences phould be noted. Because Seaside had only

two steps that required an M,A% degree, the typical eighth-year
a

teacher could have obtained an additipnal $1,841 by taking courses,

without completing an M.A. However, in Union the same teacher

would have received only $362 and in Riverview nothing at all.

Similarly, a Seaside teaeller with an M. . who took .additional .

couraes could obtain $3,069 abiore the A. salary without completing

a doctorate. HoWever, in Riverview and Union the same teacher
#

would have received-substantially less ($2,100 and $1,641 respec-

tively). In our view, the atructilre of thia Seaside incentive
..

system was a major reason that Seaside had a higher percenfage ,

115
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4
of teachers increasing their'salaries by completing educational

credits and consequintly spent four timei el much on these increases

as the other two districts.

The distribution of teachers on thee. salary scales, also dif.:-

fors significantly 'among the dilitricts, 'In, Seaside 32.9% of the

teachers had reached the highest step foriducational inc;-easei,
f

while in Riverview and Union'Only a small.percentage of teachers'

had moved imto the'tWo highest steps (11.8% in Riverv.iew'and 5.2%

in Union). Seaside's salary schedule.and arrangements for in-disr-

trict staff development appears to bay* act-id as a strong incentiVo
%

for tea'chers to move all the way up the salary scale. And for the
A

nearly one-third who had reached the Itighest level., the system does not

cont ue to bcany incentive.
39 Also,.as teachers stay longer in .

the ystem, the long7,term costs.of educational increases paid in'
,

the past will grow significantly.

In Riverview a majority of the teachers had not received

master's degr es (61.2%). While a salary increase of $1,000 a year

would seem to e a substantial incentive, it apparently was not.. .

Through sampling the personnel cards of'1,000 teachers in the Ais-
,

trict, we found that two-thirds of the teachers had never completed
.

v .

an educational salary increase stftp (although many had taken courses).

They had remained at the same level it which they had entered the

system. For the majotity of Riverview's teaVers, including those

who may be most in need of staff developmentl the educitional salary

increase system provided little incentive for involvement.

The distribution of teachers on the salary scale in Union is
J

roughly similar to that in Riverview.' The two districts had com-.

parable percentages of teachers who had obtained M.A,. degrees

(27.0% in River:dew versua 32.1% in Union).

Summary

It Appears from these data that Seaside and Riverview chose

to rely on one of the four monetary incentives in their arrange-
.,

ments for staff development, but financial retrenchmeqt in'Union
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hadvgenerally restricted their use of any mon'etary incentives.

Seaside's numeroOs in-district alternatives to university, course

work and a salary scale that de-emphasised graduate,degreet was a

greater inducement to participation than the nhasis on universtty
. e

courses and the degree-oriented scrules of,Riverview and Union.

Riverview emphasised the use of stipends as a monetary ln-
.

centfve, at least during thekperiod of school desegregation thatlwe

studied. It appeired that as a result, a strong norm was develop-
.

ins that teacheu should be paid extra-for.participating in any

I tiff-develoOMent experiences; volunteerism wai on the decline.

Riverview may have problems carrying out staff development programs

after federal desegregation funding ends, unless they allocate in-
.

creasingly tight diatrict. funds.or-Title I funds to pay teachers

for staff development participation. .

Union was not making extensive use of any monetary incentive

for staff development. Severe financial crisis had Amade heavy use

'of such incentives impossible.'

I.
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SEC106 7 ANAYSI OF. MAJOR STAFF DEVELQINENT
EXPENDITIJRES ANb THEIR FUNDING SOURCES

i I

len JAI ci_g_1.710.yillopt.ThpeEx end t ur es A

The preceding Sections of this report have describe& different

types of etaff._development aqtivities and. programs.in. the three

,sthoOl districts and estimated the expenses assddiated with those ;

activities. In this seitifyri we will summarize these expenditpres

in ten categories,. This analysis will highlight the major differences

in resource allocation among the three distritts that halie been dis--

cussed in the previous sections. This dummary anelysis is presented

in Table 24. The first fakir" inajor expenditure categories presented

in Table 24 reflect the use of salaried work time for staff.develop-

ment; We have deterMineeThe percentage of time within the regular

work year that four groups of staff.members spent in teacher staff

development and calculated the cost
0

of that part of Oeir salaries.

The four groups of staft members are:

District st aff (central and sub&istrict gfice leaders

of staff development) ,

,
!

School administratOrs (principals, vice iprincipSls, as-

sistant principals, and deans)
.

, .

Teachers (cl ssroom teachera assigned to, school 'buildings)
,

,

,
. .

Instructions iides (assigned to classrooms in schools)_

There are six other categories of,staff develOPment ixpenditures

summarized in Table 24:
T

Consultant fees for develoPing and leading staff develop-

ment activities

Substitute costs to free teachers' time

- Teacher stipends

Sabberals

Salary increases for completing'educational requirementd

h.*
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TABLE 24.--Total Staff Development Costs fOr trhree
School Districts by Major Cost Categories

District Staff

.
Salaries 6 Benflts

Seaside
School
Diskrict

Riverview
School

Percentiags Ditrict

91,638,006- 1715%1 $1,i05,000

School Administrators
&-Benefits-----

Teachers,
Salaries 6 Benefits 5,799,000. OA% 492,000

Instructional Aides
Salaries 6 Benefits 97,000' :1.b% 43,000

Consultant Fees 158,000 1.7% 212,400'

Substitute Costs 157,000 1.7% 132,0D0

Teacher Seipends 27,00b 0.3% 572,000

Sabbaticals 86,000 0.9% 158,000'

Salary Increases 870,000 9.3% 205,000

Other Direct Costs 52,000 0,6% 175,000

Total Staff Development
Costs '$9,368,000 100.0% $4,607,000

120

P.rc1ktaJ it

32.72

S

Unfon
School
District Percentlse

$1,664,000 16.1%

4.7%

32.4% 2,229,0Q0 54.8%

0.9%

4.6%

2.9%

12.4%

3.4%

4.4%

3.8%

860)00

48,000

44,000

27,000

138-000

199,000

11,000

100.0% $4,069,000

1.8%

0.7%

3.4%

' 4.9%

0.3%

100.0%



1 .

Other direct costs (e.g., conference fees., dues for member- .

ship in_praessionat_organisations, publiqations and-training--
materials, workshop facilities rental, equipment, and 'postage)

Table 24 arranges the t tal staff development..costs for the

three chodt districts in th9 ten Categiries. It will 114 reCilied

that Table 3 showed that th 9.3 millIOn'that Seastde spent on-staff

development represented a m higher pircentage of its current ex-

pense of educlition (5.72%) than.Rivetview's %Ie.& dillion (3.16%) and

Union's $4 million (3.28%). This large- difference indicates that

Seaside's reputation for an enhasis,on'staff development wais,r.e-

elected in 41e-way the district dpent its money;

The patterns of txenditure for staf1 devIlitpment across the

01ree.school districts lected in the percentagei of staff develop-

ment funds allocated tci, arious e4ense categories In Table 24) also
.

varied significantly. Thesppitterns can be examined by miting the

cost categorres in which the districts spent the highest percentage

of their funds. Seaside and Union ppent the most on teacher sal-

arieii and :benefits (61.9%'of the i''oral tn Seaside and 54.8% of the

total in Union). HoWever, Riverview spent only 32.4% of its staff

development funds on teacher salaries and benefits, while spending

32.7% of its "Inds on the district (central office)bff w, planned

and led.staff development activities.

For all three districts, the cotined c-osts of teacher,wah

eAries and benSits and district salarissand benefits were the two

largest Single itemi. In addition to these two categorieS, there
s -

was no cost category in Union that accounted fOr more than 5% of

the total expenditure. However, as discussed earlier, Seaside spent

a substantial amount (9.3%) on short-term salary increases and River-

view spent a substantial amount.on teacher stipends (12.4%).

Overall, Table 24 shows a striking difference in the pattern

of staff development resource allocation be(ween Seaside and River-

view. Seaside alloceted almost 75% of its staff development funds

to teachers (in support of salaried work time. for staff development,

salary,)ncreases,'Suhstitutes, sabbaticals, and stlpends). .In con-
s .

trast,'Riverview allocated only 55% of its monies ,to teachers, while

*it

-121-

9.



bl:.

'Union'wasAW.betwein with about 67%. And Riverview allocated 17% of

its funds to central office staff.development readers and oonsul;anotce,

while Union allocated 27%, and Seaside 19ti. (It ehould be noted,

howevit, ihat while Seaaide has the lOyeet'perCentage of funds allo-

cated to those'cental office leaders and consultants, the fact that

Seaside spent so much more money on staff d.wielopileni than the other

.two diStricts still means that its xpenditure for central office

categories was large.)

Funding Sources for Staff
_._p__=ISjj)a___DSV*101D1rfCebdlt-Uttg

Table 25 inditates how the total staff development coats in

the three districts are'divided among the three funding sources:

general funds, factorel funds, and other funds. A sharp-Orntrast

between Seaside and Riverview is once again apparent. While the ma-

jority of the funds for staff-development in each district came from

the general fund, the proportions varied considerably. Almost 92%

of Seaside's staff development costs were paid by general fund monies,

with selatively little coming from federal and other funds. Union's

pattern is similar to-A/Aside's, but with,s somewhat higher percent-

age from state and federal funds. However, in Riverview, a much

higher percentage of staff developmeft costs were paid from federal

funds (37,7%) than in the 'other two districts. Also, Riverview drew

a higher percentage of its staff development resources from "other

funds" and a substaniially,lower percenage from general funds, com-

pared with the other two districts.

Having established the amounts and percentages of staff de-
.

velopment money coming from general, federal, and other funds, we

next asked how the of these funds for staff development by each

schooiedistrict compared with their overall use of these three funds

to support the district's educational program. We asked, for eX-

ample, whether Riverview's substantial use of federal funds to sup-

port staff development was merely a reflection of the fact that the

whole educational program'of Riverview was heavily supported by

federal funds.,



TABLE 25.--Total Staff Development Costs in the Three School Districti by Funding Soq'ce

Seaside

Genoral Funds Federal Funds Other Funds Total

Staff Dav.
Costs Percent

Staff Dey.

C?sts Percent
Staff Deli.

Cpsts Percent
Staff Div.

Costs Percent

School $8,595,000 91.7%' $ 430,000 4.6% $343,000 3.7%, $9,368 000 100.02
District

Riverview
School $2,567,000 55.7% $1,736,000 37.7% $304,000 6.6% $4,607,0* 100.0%
District

Union
School $3,459,000 85.0% .$ 414,000 10..2% $196,000 4.8t $4,069,000 100.0%

, District
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The results of this analysis are presentid in Table 26. In

reviewing-the table, ono can comparelFhe percentage of the district's

current expense of education drawn from particular funding source

with ihe percentage of staff development Costs drawn from thOt fund-
*

ing source. 'The most striking disctepanciel in these pereentalip con--

cern Riverview. While Riveeview draws 63.82 of its current expense

of education from general funds, it draws only 55.7% of its total

staff development costs from the general fund. And while it draws

12.9% of its current expense of educati4k from federal funds (some-

what higher than ths other two districts), et draws 37.7% of its

total Staff development costs from federal funds. Thus, Riverview

does support its current expense of educatt7 from federal funds to

a greater extent than the other two districts, but is relying even

more heavily on federal funds for its staff development program than

it is to support its overall educational, program.

Tables 41-46 in Appenax A indicate how the ten cateiories ,

of staff development expenditures were apportioned between the three

funding sources. Because such a high percentage of Seaside's staff

development money came from general funds, it is not surprising that

Table 41 shows that the three largest staff development expenditures

in Seaside (teachers, district staff, and salary increases) were

largely from leneral funds. These large expenditures reflect the

emphasis that Seaside placed upon school-based staff development,

the emphasis on staff development involvement by many central office

staff, and the nature of the salary schedule.

The pattern in Riverview (Table 42) was quite different from

Seaside. The largest staff development expendittire was still teachers'

time paid by general funds, (27.82half that of Seaside), but second

largest expenditure was for federally-funded district staff, indicat-

ing the pronoónced involvement of federal program specialists in

staff development (particularly through Title I). The third largest

percentage in Riverview was for district staff paid from general .

funds, followed by federally-funded teacher stipends (primarily from

desegregation funds).

The pattern in Union (Table 43) waa like that of Seaside. The

1 ? 4
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TABLE 26. --Staff Development Costs in the Three Districts by Funding Sources
ComOared with General District Reliance on these Funding Sources

Seaside

General Fund reitelal runtO Other FynatAmount

Current
Expense

Rf Wier(

Percent Amount
Current Staff
Expense Development
of Educ'n Cost

Percent
Staff+
Dev't
Cost

imount
Current
Expense

Percent Amount
Current Staff
Expense Development
of Ed4c'n COilk

Percent
Staff
Dev't

2111___

Amount
Current
Expense

pt 11444'ti

Percent kaount
Current Staff
Expense Development
of Idoc'n gget

Orcent
Staff
Dret
cost

School $143,692,000 87.8% 18,595,000 91.72 $12,502,000 7.62 $ 430,000 4.62 $7,462,000 4.6X 0436000 , 3.72District

Riverview
School . $102,613,0O0 83.8% $2,567,000 35.72 $15,749,000 12.9% $1,736,000 37.72 $4,067,000 3.3X $304,000 6.62District

UP1On
School 8115,918,000 93.52 $3,459,000 85.0% 3,710,000 3.02 $ 414,000 10.22 $4,315,000 3.32 4196,000 4.8%District

p.
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largest item vas toachers'.tim4 paidlor from general funds. Second

was district staff paid from general funds, largely attrAutable to

the special desegregation effort of the staff development department.

A distent third was the expenditure for federally-funded teachers.

Table 44 further analyses the use of the stiff development

monies from general funds in each of the three districts. While

the same items appearIl as the first, second, and third items for

each district (teachers, district staff, and salaq increases, re-

spectivly), the percentages vary. Also, teacher stipends from general

funds-in Riverview- (which paid for sumMer start-up for magnet schools

and other curriculum development) were merkedly higher than in the

other two districts.

Table 45 shows that the federally-funded staff development ex-
.

penses were apportioned quite differently across these districts.

Much higher percentages of the federal funds ih Riverview went to

district staff, teacher stipends, and other costs (particularly

equipment and materials_ fox Title I programs) than in Seaside and

Union.

Table 46 shows that other funds for staff development (those

from state categorical programs, foundatiohs,,etc.) wore spent much

,jmore fqr dia-trict staff in Riverview (for the teachers' college

faculty) and much more for teachers in Seaside and Union. Also

Seaside used much more of these other funds for consultants than

did the othei 'two districts.
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SECTION 8. INTERPRETATION AND IMPLICATIONS
FOR POLICY AND RESEARCH

As we noted in Section 1, we are attempting in this study to

provide an understanding of the overall configuratton and context

of staff development in big city school districts, given the fact

4
that xisting .search about staff development is ciuite limited.

From the sctio disericts serving the 75 largest cities in the country,

we chose three that elchibited a high, moderate, and low 1Svel of staff,

development activity. In the preceding sections, we have analyzed

and compared the nature and costa of staff development activity in

these three districts: Seaide, Riverview, and Union . In accompany-

ing tables and appendices, we have presented study data so that the

readef can fully judge our analysis and develop alternative interpre-
.

tations. In this section, We discuss patterns of etaff development

activity that, based on our analysis'of the three cities, coull,be

expected in most large city school districts. In discussing each

of these patterns, we also point out any related implications for

policy and for research.

In discussing these patterns and their implications, we also

dtaw on our related 4-.8.earch study entitled The Politics of Staff be-

velopment.4° In this study, we visited three big city school disOlts

to determine how members of various local interest groups who in.-

fluence school district expenditures, policies, and practices view

staff'development'i future in the light of major issues confronting

their school districts. We interviewed school board members, school

district administrators, representatives of teacher organizations,

and representatives of parent, citizen, and taxpayer groups in.each

city. Id this cOlpanion study, we once again studied Seaside, as

well as school districts that we called Eimwood and Summerville. ,
Below then, we revieW a.series of patterns-4*-wter1e-velop-

ment activity and their implicationflor policy and research, drawing
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primarily on the study presented in this report ond secondarily on

the companion study. ?fret, we diecues some general characteristics

of staff develOpment activity that havi important policy and research

implications., Second, we discuss in turn some key issues concerning

the three components of staff development on whfch our study was

focused: district-wide staff iievelopmetit and its leaders, sc400l-

initiated staff development,'and salary increases for staff Aevelop-

ment participation. Third, we analyse the weak political P5sition
4

of staff development and related prospects for substa al reform

of-staff development-in tha_near future. _Fourth. _we_S_eculate about

the shart-term prospects for changes in staff development practices.

Some Important,LCharacteristici of
Staff Development Activit

, Staff development is a much different animal than most people

believe it is. Below, we discuss some important findings about thi

nature of staff development that contradict conventional wisdom and

are thus 'important to consider in formulating research and policy.

The Importance of Using a Functional
Definition of S ff Development

.

11
In Sectio 1, we argued that there were a number of different

traditions of practice that clearly should be considered Aff de-
,

velopment Snd that empirical research about staff development should

be based on a definition that is broad enough to include them akl.

The wisdom of this decision was reinforced as we carried out the

study. We did indeed find a number of di rent
c traditions of'staff

* development practice existing side-by-side. would, have been ex-

tremely misleading to identify "staff developmeI?T with any one of

these traditions of practice. It wocacialso have been misleading to

accept whatever definition of staff development was in the.mind of

the person being interviewed. *(Man peo

0

w t the activities of a staff development office.)
.

The importance of employing a functional definition was dramatically

illustrated for us in Seaside, where we conducted numerous'interviews

before anyone evex mentioned the unit that in fact was the largest
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single source of staff development activity: the student services

division.

Both policy analysis and research will be fundamentally

/) misguided if they begin with an Inappropriate definition ofmhat

staff development is.

A Ditpersed and Largely Invisible
, Collection of Activities

We tracked down activities ir the three school districts that

fit our definitiou of staff development and found a wide variety

of staff development routines initiated by many different people

and departments. Most school district 'staff were unaware of the ex-
.

tent of these activities for reasons discussed below.

There was limited coordination and cbmmunicati among_ the

leaders of staff development, a situation ste fiom several fac-

tors:

Staff development.was often car ed out as an outgrowth
of other primary responsibil es, such as the develop-
ment of a district-wide mat curriculum or administering
a school.

Individual staff development staff activities and piograms
were frequently created in reeponse to external mandates
and funding opportunities--for example, bilingual education,
desegregation, special education, early childhood educe-
tion. Thus, the associated staff development activities
were undertaken independently by the aepartMent responsible
for a particular aspect of the educational program.

Political strategizing and bargaining characteristics o
large organizations influenced the configuration
development programs. When new staff de t programs

were proposed, the leadership resources, and

organizational posit uthority of the program were
often det ore by the political maneuvering of dis-

a ministrators than by an overall plan for staff de-

A7elopment in the district.

Ara There was little supervision of staff development activities
by those formally responsible for overseeing them. District
administrators trusted theft- subordinates to design and carry
out staff development activities and lacked a detailed under-

standing of this day-to-day staff development work. Sub-

ordinates were given wide latit94e in how they actually filled
the staff development aspects their roles.



1.

J

With the exception of the special, one year desegregation
team in the Union School District, there Were few district
staff-memberirwho were engaged in-staff development-full- .

time. Meet of the staff development leaders in thesi.dis-
tricts spent less than 50% of their,time in staff develop-
ment activities. The part-time nature of involvement in
staff devlopment further contributed to the limited know- 1W,

ledge'among thous responsibile for carrying it out within .

the district.

Since the school districts' administratoridid not themselves-

document the time that the.teacheresAipent-in staff development, ad-

. ministratori and staff devAtOitilt leaders were unaware of tillAkx-

*',Ik

tent of teacher invqlvement in staff development across tadWdlt-
at-

ttict. Since much of the-staff development took place during

teachers' salaried work time, most staff. Members Of the.school dis-

trict did not consider this time to be %staff developmAt cost.

In each school districtx we found hat significant

resources were being de4oted to the shortrterm

of salary increases for completing_ ed

the rationale for having spc

the specific natur e scple in an individual distri"ct, was not

a subjec

ge.

onrcterm cost

nal credits.- Howeverl

ary increase system, as well

ich most staff members reflected.. Theie salary scales,

lized by tradition and by political.bargaining, h04, become part

of the institutional woodwork. They were considered by many to be a

fringe benefit'for teachers, rather theme mechanism for encouraging

staff development.

Those who wish to either reform or to study the disbursed in-

visible collection of activities that in fact fit a definition of

staff development should be aware that most school districts' staff

members do not perceive them as having any common staff development

function, but rather see them as embedded in other activities.

The Subitantial Cost of Stalf Development Activity, .

The common conception of staff development in most school dis-

tricts is thei it is irmarginally supported activity. 'However, our

research has demonstrated that staff development involves substantial

costs both in people's time ind in money. When we totaled up the

1 3 0
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costs of staff.development,nthey were 50 tp 60 times larger than the

cost eettiates thgt moat thool diStrict personnel'gWve us amount

actually spent on staff developmentptpresents y inyestment df

*61;000 to $1,700 per teacher in the sc strict siOdied. Thus,

even in schoOl districts wit aratively low expenditures for
a

staff devVOment, unt spent was, still quite substantial.

Ano mportant finding in the study, was that there were

ng variations in the way.that school districts'spent their money

for staff4di*elopment. For-examPle, Seaside put,much of its money

into providing-support and-incentives for teachirs, white Riverview

spent less on teachers ind.much more on supporting thi central office

leaders of staff development. Such differences usually did not re-

flect a conscious staff development policy, but rather were the re-/
,th

sult of the attempt to cope with problems that were nbt perceived

ptimarily is staff devteopment problems. Thus, marked differences

,

A

in the wai various school districts allocated money for staff'develop-
,

ment have developed over time. Ilowiver, scliool district steff, im-

mersed in the routItnes of their districts,_view these patterns of ex-

penditure as natural and-inevitable.

Our findings about the large number of school district staff

who are in fact doing staff development raises an important policy

consideration. Our own research and*that of others have highlighted

,the army of central office administrators, state department staff,

and university professors that has rapidly expanded in the past two

decades and whoSe responsibilities include the provision of staff

development experienc s.
41

To the extent that one is dissatisfied

with the quality of (staff development experiences for .t.eachers, one

'Must logically ask why the substantial resource's presently dvoted

to staff development are not being translated into adequate experi-

ences fclf teachers. One must also ask what organitarionai struc-

tures and incentives could be used to improve the use of present re-

sources or to insure that additionarresources will not be deployed

in the same unsatisfactory ways.

For researchers, these same questions shoUld be of great in-

terest. 'Under what conditions do resources deployed for staff de-

1 ,R3
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velopment result in satiefactory experiences for teichers7 Sub-

sequent research could also productively_ continue to explore the
4

nature of cost expenditures for taffhdevlopment that have Veen

Analysed in this(study. As we had hoped, cost analysip proved to

be an extremely effective way to illuminate the actual prectices

and prior1ties of a school district.

Shifttng Sevces of financial
Support for. Staff DevelopmAnt

Contrary to pdpular'-belief, ve-found that alligh percentage

of staff development tosts in every -ichooi district.caffie-frdn-local----

rather:than federal otstate-funds, Howevir, we also observed

strong forces that are pushing-schdol listficts in the-direction

of aluch greater dependence on state 'And federal categorical fund-
.

ing for thiir staff development activities. -Riverview represents

a district that has already gone some-way in this directiOn. And t

when we returned to Siáside to study the politics'of staff develop-

ment after FIopositio 13 had been passed 'in California, we found

that Seaside alSd was becoming much more dependent.on the state for

' staff development funds.

In general, we fdund that when school-districts experienced

severe financial cutbacks that forced large reductions in adminis-

trative staff, staff development programs.were cut to the bone and

generally only a skeleton staff of central office administrators re-

mained. Thus, those staff development programs with sub'stantial

funding and with funds to pay for such items as substitute teachers,

materials, and travel were thosesprograms supported by state'and

federal categoriCal funds.

The dangers of .relying on these funding sources are, of

course obvious. First, certain groups of teachers will be eligible

for particular staff development experiences, while others won't.

Second, particular categorical programs may compete lor teachers'

time with littie regard for coordinated effort. Third, since fund-

ing for categorical programs often ends after p fewyears (for ex-

.

ample, funds to support school desegregation), it is difficult'to

maintkin"continulty in,staff development from year to year.
/t
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Of course, the 4uality qf management and leadership.mithin

'the school dilitrict.can provide_aome.ways.to meet these prOblems.

However, severe financial Crisis and.the press of exteTnal mandates -4 A

mike it enormously difficult for school:disCylat leadership to chart

a consistent corn's: in the area of-staff development. The school

district eeders whom we inteZviewed'in our stUdies of staff'de-

velopment havesincriasingiY cob. to define their fob in terms of

responding to the issues 'of financial survival, and exterlial pros-

jure. W are not iuggesting that response to externelmandates
'

is necessarily in undesirable state of affairs; since oui own work

is focuseff primp-fly-oh educational equity issues, ye .are plitesed

that these issues are considei-ed both school district and staff de-

velopment priorittes. However, a coMmitment to staff debelopment

that is focused on specific problema or:Mandates is muc'h differens
-

from a commitment to a general'echeme kor the improvement of in-

siruction.

The characteristics of staff development Within catagorica1

programs and the impact of categorical funding oh staff develop-
10

ment have not been Widely analyzed. In view of the C;Dntinuing

shift toward this funding source, it seems important tbat,thes*

issues receive attention.

Limits of Rational.and Prescriptive
Models of Staff Devekopment

Much thinking in education has been dominated by a rational

model of organi4zational functioning--what we referred to in Section

1 as a systems management model. This moder assumes that school

districts behave rationally, pursuing goals and introducing changes

sthat are prescribed by district leadership. One manifestation of

thfs mind set is the literature on staff development, which tends

to assume that elaborate reforms.can be instituted that. ignore the
/.

organizational and political realities of school districts. Both

the research reviewed in Section 1 and the fesearch findings dis-

cussed in this report indicate how far the functioning of school

,districts deviates from the rational model. Thus, meaningkul re-

forms in siaff development must take into account the inadequacies

of rationfi and prescriptive planning.
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Pot researchers, the gap between he rational ideal and'

TIMMY iss if anything,- more diffic An-down in-studying

staff development than in. studying other'asp et* of educational

activity. Almost nO 'one will 'say in the ibstract.that staff de-

velopment is- a bad thing; only.if one loae -at people's- ctions

and not.their words is it clear that staff development is not a

viry high priority for many. From both a polici and a research

standpoint, it is essential to compare what people say with what

they do and with other objective evidence (such as colt data).

Usefulness of Bureaucratic Process,.
and Political Bargaining:Models

As discussed in Section 1, we believed,:based on preliminary
-,:-

investigationi that the bureaudratic process avid political bargain-

ing models.of organizations would. Prove extilikely 'useful in Under-

standing the dynamics of staff development. &iti gathered during

the study eenfirmed this assumption. First, we di, indeed find

that the cOmplicated staff development activities in school districts

could be productively analyzed using the concept of "organizational

routines." Second, we found the concept of "discretion," which is

critiCaI in the bureaucratic process-model, was repeatedly useful
a

in helping us understand the dispersed natureof staff development

activities. It helped us understand, for example, why supervisors

frequently did not understand the specific activities their sub-

ordinates were carrying out in the area of staff development. It

helped.us understand why so much of the decision making about staff

development activities was lodged with middle level school distridt
-t

administrative staff who operated with considerable autonomy.

Third,sthe political bargaining model helped us understand

organizational behavoior that would be inexplicable under a rational

model. For example, the fact that four ferent offices in River-
.

view retained conflicting and overlapping responsibilities for

various aspects of staff development is p rfectly understandable

when it ia viewed as a manifestation of t e political bargaining

*tbat has taken place during a period of repeated turnover in the



top leadership of the school district. Similarly the political .

bargaining model helps us understand why two 'major staff development

programs that we investigated were subsequently eltminated, even

though their quality was widely acknowledged as being excenent.

These programs simply did not have the necessary backing to service

the internal political struggles within their school districts.

One implication of our research, then, is that poll.cy makers

should begin to act on a different :rental image of school districts

than the one ihat has dominated their thinking in the past. When

they look at a school'district, they should see an organisation

that resists change elfmuse it is constrained by existing bureau-

cratic routines, because staff members at every level have consider-

able discretion in terms of the way they actually carry out their

responsibilities day-to-day, and because political bargaining be-

tween organizational units within the school system and between in-

terest groups who are concerned about the functioning of the school

system rfe much more potent in the ihaping of organizational life

than rational Plans about the way tfings ought to be. Similarly,

researchers should make major use Of the bureaucratic process and
%

political bargaining models as they seek to understand how staff

development programs actually function in school districts.

Variations in Local Conditions Decisively
Influence the Nature of Staff Development

Since the web of activities that constitutes staff develop-

ment in a given district is shaped by a great number of organiza-

tional characteristics) political influences within the district,

and exterpal mandates and funding opportunities, one must be cau-

tious of broad generalizations about the character of staff develop-'t

ment and its future. ;he strength of a teachers' issociation, the

leadership of a superintendent committed to differentiated staff-

vimg, the presence of a large universitY,.an aggressive state super-

intendent of schools, a colert desegregation order, a mayor seeking

re-election--these are.the varying infuences that create important

opportunities and constraints for staff development. Both policy

makers and researchers concerned about staff development should

it?';/
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still?* to understand these local characteristics and should be cau-

tious about accepting statements concernitg national trends and

patterns, which ate frequently prescriptions for whet someone wants

to happen rather than accurat descriptions of whet is actually

happening.

i

0
46, Three Important Components

.
,
t .of Staff Development Activity
1

.
,

Beldit,.we discuss some issues arising in three important

components.of staff.development activity ihat we focused on in'
.

,

the study: district-wide staff development and its leaders, school-

', initiated staff development, and salary increases for staff develoO.

ment.

District-Wide Staff DeveloPment and Its Leaders

One reality of staff development activity that researchers ,

and policy makers should address is that middle level administrative

staff within school *districts dominate decisions about staff de-

velopment and continue to use a limited range of traditional didac-

tic methods in providing staff developmeneio teachers.

We identified five different approaches tb decision making

about staff development activities in the school districts studied:

Individual specialist and administrative priorities. Act-
ing with substantial autonomy, individual specialists and
administrators decide on staff development priorities.
There is little coordination among them:

District-wide priorities. The school district defines an
overall priarity or priorities and gives one individual
or department clear authority to carry out the priority,
orchestrating the work of a number of other departments.
For example, the training conducted in Union as part of
court-ordered school desegregation was organized in this
way.

6,Individual teacher priorities. Teachers choose from among
a variety of courses And other individual experiences the
ones that best fit their perceived needs. They may have
Mid a role in developing the available activities or they
may be asked to choose from activities already developed.
Frequently the philosophy behind this approach is that
the teacher should be an autonomous professional. For
example, the mathematics teacher center in Seaside was
organized around this philosophy.

13s
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School iltgritim. The school staff, working largely as
-a_unit=or-An-smal1er-subgroups-w-4eftnes ilikool priorities-
for staff improvement and pvticipates in group and in-
dividuallearning experiences and echool improvement pro-
jects in the light qf these priorities. For example, the ,

magnet-school programs in Riverview emphasise such school-
based activity-.

School-community priorities. The schoOl staff worka collab-
oratively with students and parents to define school pri-
orities and the staff works by itself and in cooperation
with parents and students in carrying out relatad leerning
expariences and school improvement projects. For example,
the Itate-funded School Improvement Programs in Seaside
were-based on-this-approach.

We found that all these approaches existed to soma extent

in each of the school districts that we studied. However, in each

district we found that major decision making about the shape of

staff development was carried out primarily by individual school

district specialists and administrators including central office

department directors, coordinators, curriculum specialists, and

supervisors. These individuals made decisions and took ipitiative

concerning staff development largely on their own. There was usually

little coordination and communication among these leaders of staff

development efforts. There were no clear system-wide expectations

about the nature of staff development that gave it a unity of direc-

tion. Such a method of operating is neither clearly centraliz.ed

to respond to district-wide priorities, nor is it clearly decentral-

ized to respond to school or school-community concerns. Although

there was frequently considerable talk about responding to the

needs of individual teachers, school staffs,fand communities, these

groups in fact had a fairly limited role in shaping staff develop- ,

ment activities.

Further, the most common format for these staff development

activities initiated by middle level administrators arid specialists

was a formal course or workshop. Many we interviewed had not thought

much about alternatives to this format. They had an'administrative

job--defining the math curriculum for the school district, for ex-

ample--and their job required that they inatruct theiroaubordinates



(the teachers) in the proper way to carry Out eh: plans they Mid

-deve2ope4,---ftroeiving-thomaelvos-es-managers,-theyTadopted-a-di-

dact/ic approach to staff development that reinforced their role as

experts and people in charge... Othei middle l'vel administrators

espoused more teacher involvement In plinnintateff-deVeloptet).t-a*,'

/ periences or more active formats for them,,but they had pot taken

steps to see these desired changes implementeil

Any significant change in staff development will be constrained

by the continuing domination of decision making about these experi-

enia by ,middle level managers and by the continued use of a_tradi-

tionaf didactic approach to carrying them out. A task of parti-

cular interest for staff development research would be to identify

the conditions under which alternatives to these dominant patterns

of behavior are carried out in practice.

School-Initiaied Staff Development Activities

Our research documents wide variations in the level of

school-initiated staff development activities and suggests factors

that aocount for these variations.

In Riverview, for example, there was a virtual absence of

school-level staff evelopment.. In Seaside, however, the range

of school-level act vity in the 'schools damplid was from 2.42%
,

to 18.31% 9f teacher salaried work time.

The first factor controlling the level Of school-initiated

activity is tlie extent to which the school district either en-

courages or discourages such activity. A school district can en-
.

.
courage school level activity, for example, by building support

for school level acivity into central office roles and by releasing
,

children early on a regular basis so that time can be set aside

for school level inservice experiences. A school district can
,

also discourage scilool level activity by placing a 'heavy emphasis

on staff development activities controlled at the schoOi district

level. If the school district does encourage school level activity,

then the next critical factor affecting whether it will take place

is the initiative of the school principal. A sdhool principal

-140-
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strongly committed 'to staff development initiated at the school

level_cin find many ways to pull together staff time and

resources to tarry out such experiences.

An attractive aspect of such school-based activity, impel-

cially givtn the financial constraints under which school distriOts

are Operating, is that such staff development activity can largely

be carried out during teachers' regular salaried work time and thus

not constitute an additlional cost to the school district. The

amount of additional.staff development time that can be gleaned

.!tL the regular work day by committed teachers and dministraeors

is clearly demonstrated in our etudy. Through early dismisspl

policies, thfough the use of teacher preparation periods, through

the creative use of staff meetings, and through building a spirit

of collaboration among the members of a particular school staff,

greatly heightened participation in staff development has been '

achieved in iddividual schools without dramatic cost increases.

Through emphasizing the-staff development aspect of central office

administrative roles, through providing training for these adminis-,

trators to support school-based staff development, and through train-
.

ing school building adminisrators to make maximum use of non-in-

structional salaried work time, it appears that the resources for

staff developrilent can be increased iubstantially without adding to

the school district budget.

An alternative to ehe use orsalaried work time for teacherN

participation in staff development is to .pay teachers stipends for

attending these exper.iences. This practice has bee0introduced

through federal, state, and categorical programs and,also has been

encouraged by teacher aasociat.ion demands that extra pay should ac-

company extra wotk. From the standpoint of teachet1LinvolVement

in staff development, this practice appears to present some clear

dangers for the future. As in Riverview, paying some teachers for,

participating in staff development undercuts a norm of volunteerism

and leads people to expect extia pay for any participation in staff

?development activities. However, the possibiliby of paying staff

membefs for such participation from local funds in a period of



'1TX.

declining repo roes becomes increasingly remote: Further' even

the:upe_lof tate.and federel categorical funds, districts are

being forced t tut out such stipend.piyments in favor of paying

basic program :&lariat. Thus, the use of stipends for paying teachers

during a limited-period-of-time when-stipend money-is-available may

have the eff44t of basically shifting teakher expectations and uiti-
.

lately leaving the districts with no capacity to pay teachers ex-
/

tra when they
*have

come to expect extra pay for_participating in

itaff develoOment. In addition, the quality of the commitment ob-
,

tained through paying stipends may not lead to any improvements in

teacher or program quality. For example, the Rand Change Agent Study

indicates that paymene to teaohers for staff development was new

,tiNtely corrlated with implementation of new programs.
42

.

.

Our research suggests then the need for further analysis of

the factors that encourage or constrain school-based staff develop-

ment, of the possibilities for carryinEdout staff development during

teachers' salaried work time, and of the impact of using stipends

as an incentive for teacher participation in staff development.

Salary Increases ?Or Staff
Development PartiCipation

As noted earlier, school district staff seldom reflect on

the nature and impact of salary 'increase systems that are tied to

the comPletion of educati.onal credits. However, the short-term

anil the long-term-twits of these syst'ems indicate that they merit

careful scrutiny. Based on our interviews, no one is particularly

satisfied with the quality of these systems. They are viewed by

many teachers as a painful means to obtain additional pay--as a

fringe beneflt. Yet, because they are central to economic issues,

any change in them is viewed with great suspicion by teacher as-

sociations. Thus, one issue facing policy makers concerned about

improving staff development is whether such systems'can be changed

in ways that will improire the quality of staff development without

threatening basic economic interests.

Another reason that these systems merit re-examination' is

that our research indicates that they do not act as an effective



incentive for many teachers even to be physically present in staff

deveIopment.activitiás. As the composition of school staffs moves

closer to the top of the educational increase scale (as is the case

in Seaside), there will be a growing number of.teachers for.whom

these-educational inc'reases constitute no indentive to participate

in staff development. And even in a district like Riverview, which

employs many teachers who have a clear 'financial incentive to com-

plete additional ourse work, we found that two-thirds of the teach-

ers had never'obta ed academic credit beyond the level they had

-attained-vhan-they- ere-ortginally-hirred.

Further, as teachers remain in the same school district for

longer ind longer periods of time, the long-term cOst of particular

education-related increases will mushroom. For example, if a teacher

completing's master's degree is paid an additonal $1,000 per year,

the long-term cost of the degree will grow by that amount for every

year the teacher remains with the school district.

Another reason for scrutinizing the structtire of salary in-

'crease systems is .that they vary substantially among ahool dis-

tricts, although school district staff do not appear to be generilly

rare of the implications of these variations. It appears parti-.

cularly important.to understand for example, why the salaty intrease

system' in Seaside causes 17% of Seaside teachers to gain.salary in-

creases in a particular year while the corresponding figures for

Riverview and Union are only 5% and 6%.

Limited Support for Substantial
Changes in Staff Development

Declining enrollment and fisnancial austerity has meant that

improvements in the schools will have'to result from changes in

the practices of presently employed seasoned teachers, and these

factors have fostered 117.6tened interest in staff development.

Ironically, the same factors that'have helped create an interest

in staff development con'stxain the possibility that staff develop-

ment practices will change substantially.

When educators, school board members, and active parents

1 13
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and claims concerned about the schools are asked what they

think about staff development, they consistently affirm its

importance in general terms. Howyer, a variety of evidence

makes us conclude that there As little support for substantial

changes in the present configuration of staff development in

a period of declining resources.

Lack of Commitment from Toil Leadership

Decisive movement in any new direction, especially in a

-10-eriod of declin-int rewourcer, woad require that staff develop-

ment be a priority for the superintendents of schools or other

top line administrators in school districts. We found few

instanceS in which these administrators described staff develop-

ment as a top prionity or'were actively trying to hake changes

in staff development. In almost every school district, we

were told by those who supported some significant change in

staff development that there was little evidence of a commitment

from school district leadership to invest resources and take

risks to change staff development practices. Mostly, adminis-

trators are preoCcupied with hol4ing the line and responding

to crises:

One indicator of limited high-level administrative commitment

to staTf development is the level of support accorded to offices

of staff development. In five of the six distrtcts we examined,

these offices were positioned well down in the administrative

hierarchy. They were operating with minimum staffs of two or

three professionals. The staffs of four' of these offices had

been cut within the last few years. In contrast to the five

minimally-staffed offices, the sixth office of staff development

was specifically set upoto prepare teachers for court-ordered

deiegregation. Its director reported directly to the superin-
,

tendent of schools and directed a substantial staff. By all

accounts the office did an imaginative and effective job during

the first year of:desegregation. When the court-mandated period

for staff training ended, this office of staff development was

abolished.
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AM'ong teachers, ichool board members, and parent and citizen

/groups, we found many people who were willing to fight for desegre-

gation, bilingual education, alternative schools, teacher power,

and tax limitation. We found almost no one who expressed similar

strong sentiments about,defending the extsting staff development

activities Or pressing in miw directions, except for directors

of staff development. Only a few, of the people interviewed cited

a general need foe staff development, as one of the preasing issues

that their 4-01-0-01 district 1i-id Wconfrant-Ift the/van- few yeers

Staff Development Is a Subsidiary Concern

When people discussed the need for staff development or a

particular plan for carrying out staff development, it was almost

always subsidiary to-!!A.more general concern. If admInistrators

or school board members were committed to desegregation or special

education or boosting basic skills, they saw a need for staff

development in these specific areas. If teacher association

representatives espoused increased teacher power, effective staff

, development was defined as an enterprise.controlled.by teachers.

It was almost always possible to predict a person's analysis of

staff devel.opment from their analysis of the priority issues facing

the.school district.

Further, a clear theme running through our interviews is that

priorities for staff development should. be shapedby specific

external mandates for special education), bilingual education,

desegregation, minimum competency, etc. Even people who objected,,

to the existenc of these mandates emphasized staff development

priorities naive to them.

Lack of Incentive.for Staff Development Leaders to Change

Earlier we described the ways-in which middle level admin-

istrators employing tradttional didactic formats for staff develop-

ment constrain possibilities for substantial changes in staff

development practices.

A -145-
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When-ons examines-the various incentivos.lating.used to 'A

induce teachers to both participate in staff development and in-' \

corporate new ideie into their teaching, there is none that holds

much immediate hope for inducing Widespread taaetiercommitmant,
4,

particularly among those teachers who are most in need of retraining.

Compulsory staff development sessions planned'by ceOtril

office staff are one of the major irritants in the professional

liie of teachers. Whenever teachers' organisations have sufficient

powars as ws _found in our companion study of Elmwood, it seems

predictable that they will attempt to outlaw such tuitions. Even

where teacheis are compelled to attend them, there-is widespread

evidence that teachers do not incorporate the practices advocated

in these sessions into their regular teaChing.

Using extra pay as an incentive for attendance has similar

resuits. As discuseed earlier, it can induce attendance but not

'serious involvement or subsequent changes in behavior: Further,

the expectation of eXtra pay undercuts volunteerism, while declining

school district,resources severely limit the schools district's

ability to protvide extra pay.

Another financial incentive (analyzedsearlier) is university

or school district credit that leads to a salary increase. For
#

some this is another incentive to participate without commitment

to try new practices or eupport for doing so. Fot many others,

it is not even a commitment to attend, for reasons discussed

earlier.

\Some staff deelopment reformers, including those in the

teacher center movement, argue that only voluntary incentives

built on a pHilosophy of teacher professionalism and autonomy

will engage teachers in meaningful staff development. However,

the evidence concerning attendance at teacher centers and'the

effectiveness of school-based teacher advisories indicates that

they only reach a minority of teachers, frequently those who are

already most predisposed to change.",
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Finally, some emphaitse the importance of changed group-

norms in a rejuvenated schOol or school.-community iettitig as the

key to fostering meaningful staff development. Perhaps the most

imprssive evidence for-the effectiveness of this approach comes

from those inner city 'school1 that have been "tlitned around" by a

charismatic principal.
44

acrwaver, it-does'not seeml.ikely that

the skills to carry out stich interventions,will be widely available

in public schools in the near future.

, In short ,----our- investigatibn-ial -other-research-, high-

lights'the drawbacks of coercion, extra pay, course credits, indivi-
.

dual volunteerism, and changed group norms as effective incentives

for increasing teacher commitment to staff development in the near

future.

An Emphasis on Control as a Central Issue

No groups admits to being in control of staff development.

411.41._/. Central office staff feel hemmed in by external mandates and the

constra4nts of teacher contracts. Teacher organizations frequently

see staff development dominated by insensitive central office staff.

School board members and parents don't see themselves having any

substantial ability to shape the realities of staff development.'

Central office administrators and teacher associations have

particularly divergent perceptions related to the'control issue.

Central office staff perceive the instructional support theyirovide
1

ai extremely helpful to teaChers and emphasize the need for their

expert perspective in shaping the nature of staff development.

Teacher association representative,a:view these central office

administrators as overpaid,and largely,ineffectiverobbing the

classroom teacher of badly needed resourc'es. TeacherA feel overwhelm-'

ed by new responsibilities without effective aid in learning how to meet

them. Teachers argue that the only meaningful basis for staff develop-

ment is to treat teasjiers as,yrofessionals and give them ciantrol over



their own staff development activities. However, in prectiCal

bargaining, teachers 'lax an emphaels.on professionalism (teachers

should have the right to shape their own staff development xpsri-

ences, like Aoctors) with an emphasis on trade unionism (teachers

should not do the extra wIrk of staff development without getting ,

eitra pay). In part,. teachers are working to escape the arbltrary

tboring experiences of centrally-controlled.staff development, rather

than moving toward a new configuration for staff development.

Thus, the disagreement over staff developmenOin addition to

being4 disagreement about educational philosophy) -is also-a disir

agreement over jobs money be spent ior central office staff

or,for teachers) and working conditions (what can a teacher be

compelled to:do). These are issues that quite natUrally arise in

a large organization and are intensified in a period of declining

resources.. They will be shaped by teacher contract negotAtions

and by school district finance decisions in which little thought

- is given to a new long-term direction for staff development.

eft
Implications of Limited Support for SUbstantial Chanis

Our research suggests a rather bleak picture for ther,prospects

of substantial change in staff development-practices. Some may

feel that it is overly pessimistic. One can at least agree,

however, that the political and bureaucratic constrOnts on staff

development that we have identified deserve careful study. Research
v"

about the politics of staff development has been particularly

neglected. Of particular interest for those who are committed

to improving staff development would be the analysis of situations

in which these constraints have been overcome and widespread

participation in staff development appears to be i reality.

Some Short-Term Prospects

Given the characteristiCs of the present situation described .

above, the near-term future finandial support of staff development

seems generally predictable. It seems unlikely that any new directions
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in atift development will.be carried out.widely in practice. Staff'

development will.continue to functiOn within the constraints of

larger forces, such as overall fiscal problems and lgal mandates.

itaff development activities initiated by both staff development

spiciaItsts and.by other centraltoflice staff will be generally cut

back as districts make across-the-board cuts in response to declin-
.

ing revenues.' iitaff development will, neither be protected from'

these cuts noi cut disproportionately. In Oneral, cuts in central

office staff that affect staff develoPment.,will not be perceived
--

as cuts in staff development. Local funds f9r substitutes, teacher

stipends, travel, and other direct costs associated with staff

development will be cut severely, as part of .a general predisposition

to cut direct .costs before eliminating staff.

There will be some exceptions to these patterns of reduction.

Categorical government programs that focus on staff development or

pandate a staff development,componept will probably be sustained

at present levels, with funding for both staff and direct expenses.

Sta.ff deveiOpment focused on specific issues where the school district

under strong external mandates or where a well-orgibised external

interest group acts to protect 1.2rogram that benefits them will

freirntly escape reductions.

The future of staff development initiated at the building

level does not appear as clear, although itIseems unlikely that

there will be, any widespread substantial'change in the nature Of

this building-level activity. 'As discussed earlier, we found

that the'extent of building-level Activity is dependent on the

initiative of the building principal, with'the majority of principals

responding to central office initiatives and a minority aggressively

working to Mold a sc501-based prbgram. One would expect reduc-

tions in teaching staff, school-hased admini,stiators, and loose

resourcei from the district that might temper the efforts of this

minority who emphasize,school-bised activity. HoAver, we did find

in Union School District a modest intrease in school-based activity

after a severe cut-back in aistrict-levil activity. This activity Vas



aided by a history' of small neighborhood Schools with close faculty

---#ms, In -addition, there-is- some-moverient-nationally-tovardsite"--

based management of schools, as in the School Improvetent PiOgram

in Calgornia and some other states. Overall ihen, we Would expect

no dramatic changei in scilool-based activity across the country with

modest increases or decrease!, in this type of activity in response

to local conditions.

The last major .type of staff development activity we identified

is course work for university or*school district credit that leads

kto- salary in44-eases. goney for these salary increases is-perceived

as part Of thi basic wage and benefit package that teachers have

won from the School district through Ilard bargaining and, often,

strikes. Reductions in the money available-for these salary increases

are perceived as wage cuts. Seaside teachers conducted their first

strike when the school board negotiators proposed such changes. Thus

is seems unlikely, except in school.districts where teacher associa-

tions are extremely weak politically, that these salary increases

will be reduced. We speculated earlier'that it may be possible for

interest groups in some school districts to rearange the salary

increase system so that it was more functional for promoting staff

development without threatening'basic economic interests.

In addition to,..swerding salary increases, some districts have

also paid part or all of teachers tuition to take the required

courses; they have generally begun to cut back.on this expense.

Also, in school districts that have initiated extensive in-districtl

Programs for credit, cut-badks in central office staff reduce the

pool of people who have generally taught these courses. 10 some

local situations where universities are searching for ways to

offset-declining preservice enrollment, university facUlty may

collaborate with the school district to provide increased inservice

opportunities.

Given the dependent secondary nature of staff development in

the hiVrarchy of school district priorities,,it seems liksly that

any substantial.changes in staff,development particuler local

situations will depend upon larger changes. As we observed in the



study, a videspread desegregation program or a movement towards

site-based management can provide an OppOrtunity for stidf develop-

ment to be changed or expanded bicauie staff development changes

are droving from the energy associated wlth other programptic

changes. Thus, from both research and policy standpoint, it seems-
.

important to analyze ways that staff development can be effiectively

changed when opportunities for change are created by larger-scale

shifts in.local school district organization and practices.

11,
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TABLE 27.--Total Salaried Wbrk Time Teachers Spent in
Staff Development During the School Year in the
Seaside School District

(11

,

Eleg. Sch.

Percentage Time
in Staff Development
from Sampled Schools

Hours in
School Yqar

Average Heura
per Year Teacher
Spent in Staff Dev.

Number of
Teachers

Total Estimated
Hours per Year in
Staff Developmont

Teichers 8.22% 1,440 118.37 2,800 331,430

Junior High
Sch. Teachers 5.84% 1,440 84.10 1 200 100,915

(`

High School
Teachers 5.70% 1,440 82;08 1,300 106,704

Total 5,300 539,049

Average* (7.06%) (101.71)

*Computed from tót01 estimated hours per year in staff development
for all teachers.4,

1 5
1_ 5 E3



TABLE 28.--Cost of Salaried Work Time Teachers Spent in Staff
Development During School.Year ih the Seaside School District

Elem. Sch.

,Teachers
Salaries

and

Benefits

Percentage
Time in
Staff
Development

Teachers $42,567,000 8.22%

Junion
Teachers 20,103,000 5.84%

Senior H.S.
Teachers 19,754,000 5.70r

Total' $84,,424 000

Cost of
Staff
Development

$3,499,000

1,174,000

1,12t,000



TABLE 29. --Total lalaried Work Time Teachers Spent in
Schoól-Based Stmff Development During the School
Year in the Riverview School District

Elem. Sch.
Teacher

District
Federal

High School
Teachers

Percentage Time
in Staff Development
from Sampled Schools

0.53%
0.42%

0.54%

Total

1 \-
os
t..) Average* (0.52%)

1

Average fears Iota]. Estimated
Hours in per.YearirTeacher Number of 'Hours per Apr in
School Year Skent in Staff Dev. Teachers Staff Development

*Computed from total estimated hours pei year
tn staff development for all teachers,

1.59

1,409 7.47 2,550
1,409 5.92 440

1,409 7.61 1110

4,100
.1%

(7.34)

- 04.

19,048
2,695

8 447

30,100

16+)
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TABLE 30.-- Combined School-Based and District-Wide
Salarisd Work Time Teachers Spent in Staff -

De4elopaint During School Year.in the Riverview .
SchOol District (In Hours)

Number
of

Teachers

Total Hours
Salaried
Work Time

School-Based
Staff

DeveloomPnt

District-
Wide
Staff .

Development

Total
Staff
Development

Percentage
Staff

.Development

Elem. Sch.
Teachers

District 2,550 3,592,950 19,048 71,961 41,009 2.53%

Federal 440 619,960 2,605 16,910 19,515 3.15%

',High School

Teachers 1,110 1,563,990 it '8 , 44 7 18,X62 . 26,609 1.70%

Total 4j0-6 5,776,90b 30,100 107,033 137,k33

Average* (2.37%)

*Computed from total salaried work time and
total staff development time for all teachers.
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Salarittd Work Tim* Timehtre Srortt- -in

Staff Development During the School Year In the
Riverview School District \,

.

Elem. Sch.
Teachers

in
Percentage Time

Staff Development
from Sampled Schools

Hours in
School Year

Alivrage Hours

per year a Teacher
Spent in Staff Dev.,

Number of
eachers

Total Estimated
Hours per year in
Staff Deveropment

JDistrict 2.53% 1409 35.65 /,550 91,009
Federal 3.15% 1409 44.?8 440 19,515

High Sclitool

Teachers 1.70% 1409 23.95 1 110 ;6009

Total 4,100 137 133

1

ch
vi
1

Average
, 4

(2.37%)* (33.45%)**
CrI.-.

.011

*Computed in previous table.
**Based on'average perdentage time in staff development

for all teachers.

2

P33



TABLE 32.--Cost of Silari'd Work Time Teachers Spent
in Staff Developmenl Dating the School Year in the
Riverview School Diltriit

Elem. SCh\fr

Teachers

Teachers Percentage

Salaries TiMe in
ana Staff

Belefits Development

Cost of.

Staff
Development

District H038,300,000 2.53% $ 969,000

Federal 6,762,000' 3.15% 213,000

High'SchoOl
Teachers $18,235000- 1.70% 310,000

Total $63,297,000 $ 1,492,000

4



TAUS 33. ....Total Salaried Mork Time-Teacher. Spent in
SchOol-BasectStaff Development During the School.
Year in the Union School District

Elem. Sch.
Teachers

District
Federal

Junior High
Sch. Teachers

Distfict
derar

Senior High
Sch. Teachers

District
4

Alternative
Sch. Teachers

District
Federal

Special Sch.
Teachers

Dietrictl

Career Sch.
Teachers

District

Total

Average*

4

Percentage Time Average Hours Total Estimated
in Staff Development Hodrs in - per Year a Teacher ,Number of Hours per Year in
from'Sampled Schools School Year 5pamt in Stalf Dev. TeaOlers Staff Development

1470

2.22% 1470

2.38% .9 1470
3.33% 1470

2.44% 1470

11.42% 1470-
11.41% 1470.

3.37% 1470

5.33% 1470

(2.61%)

4

33.37 1,800 60,066
32.63 160 5,221

34.99 850 29,742
48.95 30 2,448

35.87 1,090 39,096

167.87 70 11,751
167.73 10 1,677

49.54 70 3,468

78.35 100 7,835

4,200 161 304

(38.41)

.*Computed from the,total estimated hours per years in staff drelopment for all teachers.
,

1S6 I



TABLE 34.--Selaried Wbrk Time Teachers Spent in.
School-Based Staff Development During School
Year by Funding Source in the Union School District

.Togal Hours
.

Sc'hool-Based Percentage

Teaehers' Funding Number of Salaried . Staff
1

Staff

Source Teachers Wbrk Time Development Dovelopmerii

District 3,980 5,850,600 . 151,958 2.60%

Federal 220 323,400 9;346 2.89%

Total 4,200 6,174,000 161,304

Average* (2.61%)

4

*Computed from total holqs salaried work time and
total staff development hours for all teachers.



TABLE 3S.--Combined School-Based and District-Wide
Salaried Work Time Teachers Spent in Staff
Development During School Year (In Hours) by
Funding Source in the Union School District

District-

Teachers' Number Total Hours School-Based Wide Total Percentage'

Funding of Salaried Staff Staff Staff Staff

Source Teachers Work Time Development Development Development Development

District 3,980 5,850,600 152,958 14,945 166,904 2.85%

Fed eral 220 323,400 9,346 15,568 24,914 7.701

Total 4,200 6,174,000 161,304 30,513 191,818

Average* (3.11%)

I.

*Computed from total salaried work time and totql stiff
development time for all teachers.
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TABLE 36.:--Total Salaried Wbrk Time Teachers Spent
. in Staff Development During SchOol Year in the

UniOn..School Diitrict

-

r.

Average Hour.

Teacheral Percentage Time per Year a

Funding in Staff Hours iv . Teacher Spene Number of

Source DivelopMent School Year in Staff Dev. Teachers

District 2.85%

,

14.70 41.90 3,980

Federal 7.70% 1476 113.19 220

"Total 4,200

Average (3.11%)* (45.67)**

,

*Computed in previous table.
*tBa$ed on average percentage time in staff development

for,all teachers.
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TABLE 37.7-Cost of Salaried Work Time Teachets
Spent in Staff Development During
in the Union School District

Sch90 Year

Teachers Sararies Percentage Ti1141 Cost of
Funding Sourceqk and Benefits . in Staff Dev't. Staff Dev't.

Distritt $68;700,000 2.85% $1,959,000

Federal 3;505,000 7.70% 270,000

Total 9 02,205,000 $2,229,000

7
4
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TABLE 38.--Teachers' Salary Schedule
for the Seaside School District

STEP

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

CLASS A

BACKELOR'S
DEGREE

CLASS B

BA PLUS
18 SEM. HOURS

CLASS C

BA PLUS
36 SEM. HOURS

OR MA

CIASS D

BA PLUS
60 SEM. HOURS,

OR BA PLUS
54 SEM. HOURS

WITH MA

CLASS. E

BA PLUS
72 SEM. HOURS

WITH MA

CIASS P

BA PLUS
90 SEM. HOURS

WITH MA

Amount No. Amount, No. AMount No. Amount No 4, Amount No. Amount No.

$ 9443 21 $10057 41 $10671 28 $11284 1 $11898 1 $12512 1
9821 25 10435 35 11048 79 11662 15 12276 1 12890

10214 15 10827 42 11441 52 12055 12 12669 3 13283 1
10622 14 11236 25 11850 73 12464 31 13078 8 13691 3
11047 9 11661 36 12275 105 12889 55 13503 6 14116 7
11409 15 12103 32 12717 126 13331 74 13944 20 14558 19
11949 8 12563 , 26 13177 123 13791 91 14404 17 15018 31
12427 7 13041 31 13655 93 14268 71 14882 17 15496 43
12924 11 13537 23 14151 68 14765 72 15379 14 15993 44
13440- 43 414054 23 14668 71 15282. 82. 15895 - 26 16509 49

14591.. 131 15205 62 15819 56 '16432 17 17047 64
15764 439 16371 56 16992 18 17606 53

16960 816 17574 24 18187 62
1 /

18178 138 11792 127

19420 1299

------_______.,

Positions (3.17.) 168

171

(8.1%) 445 (24.17.) 1319 (26.17) 1432 (5.7%) 310 (32.97.) 1803

e"- 172



TABLE 39.--Teachere' Salary Schedule
for the Riverview School District

Bachelor's.Degree-

STEP. AMOUNT NO.

Master's Degree

AMOUNT NO

Master's ,Plus
30 sem. hra..
AMOUNT NO.

Ph.D. Degree

AMOUNT NO.

1 $9,250 25 $ 10,250 1 $ 11,250 0 $12,250 0

2 9,750 393 10,750 33 11,750 7 12,750 1

3 10,250 119 11,250 31 2 250 3 13,250 0

4 10,750 110 11,750 27 12,750 6 13,750 0

5 11,250 ." 165 12,250 93 13,250 9 14,250 1

6 11,750 200 12,750 81 13,750 22 14,850 1

7 12,250 278 13,250 75 14,250 10 15,350 1

8 12,750 157 13,750 83 14,850 22 15,850 2

. 9 13,250 82 14,250 47 15,350 22 16,350 0

10 13,750 149 14,850 69 15,850 16 16,850 ".f0

11 14,250 66 15,350 72 16,350 18 17,350 1

12 14,850 64 14,850 20 16,850 19 . 17,850 1

13 15,350 71 16,30 29 17,350 19 18,350 1

14 -15,850 52 16,850 73 17,850 25 18,850 1

15 16,350 348 17 350 272 18,350 219 19,350 11

Total .(61.2%) 279 (27.0%) 1,006 (11.2%) 417 (0.6%) 21



TABLE 40.--Teachers' Salary Schedule for
the Union School District

STEP

Bachelor's
Degree

AMOUNT' NO.

Bachelor's Plus
15 sem. Hrs.

AMOUNT NO.

Master's
Degree

AMOUNT NO.

Mastr's
30 sem.

AMOUNT

Plus
Hrs.

NO.

Ph.D.

Degree

AMOUNT NO.

1 $10,418 140 $10,720 37 $11,554 17 $11,772 2 $/12,533

2 10,835 82 11,147 28 12,012 11 12,252 1 13,033

3 11,272 80 11,595 40 12,491 13 12,741 2 13,554

4 11,720 94 12,054 41 12,991 28 13,241 1 14,096 2

5 12,189 108 12,543 52 13,512 40 13,773 7 14,658 1

6 12,679 137 13,043 70 14,054 70 14,325 6 15,242 .1

7 13,179 126 13,564 72 14,616 105 14,898 10 15,856

8 13,710 95 14,106 53 15,200 67 15,502 7 16,492

9 14,262 108 14,669 46 15,804 116 16,117 6 17,148 3

10 14,825 78 15,252 56 16,440 115 16,763 8 17,836

11 15,419 80 15,867 40 17,096 97 17,429 12 18,544 2

12 16,044 47 16,502 35 17,784 76 118,127 10 19,284

13 16,679 58 . 17,158 45 18,492 66 18,857 14 20,065

14 17,346 45 17,846 49 19,232 62 19,607 15 20,857 3

15 18,044 387 18,505 334 2(1,003 479 20,398 . 99 21,701

Total (39.2%) 1,665 (23.5%) 99.8 (32.1%) 1,362 (4..7,%). 20b (0.5%) 22',
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TABLE 41.--Total Staff Development Costs for the
Seaside School.District by Funding Source
(In Thousands of Dollars)

1

i-.

...I

vl
1

District Staff
Salaries & Benefits

School Administrators
Salaries & Benefits

Teachers
Salaries & Benefits

Instructional Aides
Salaries & Benefits

.Consultant Fees

1,

Substitute Costs

Teacher Stipends

Sabbaticals

'Salary Increases

Other Direct Costs

Total Staff
Development Costs

General
Funds Perentage

# 1,542

484

5,451

-

43

75

86

870

44

16.5%

5.2%.

58.2%

0.0%

0,5%

0.8%

0.0%

0.9%

9.3%

0.5%

91.7%$ 8,595

Federal
Funds

$ 53

232

49

24

41

27

-

-

4

$ 430

A

Percentage
Other
Funds Vercentage Total Percentage,

0.6% $ 43 . 0.5% $ 1,638 17.5%

0.0% 0.0% 484 5.2%

2.5% 116 1.2% 5,799 61.9%

0.52 48 Q:5% 97 1.0%

0.3% 91 1.0% 158 1.7%

0.4% 41 0.4% 157 1.7%

0.3% 0.02 27 0.3%

0.0% - 0.0% 86 0.9%

0.0% - 0.0% 870 9..3%

0.1% 4 0.1% 52 0.6%

4.6% $ 343 3.7% $ 9 318 100.0%
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TABLE 43.-4Total Staff Development Costs for
.

the Union School District by Fundirig Source
In_ Thousands 'of Dollars)

'General- Federal ,Other
Persentase Funds Percentage Toial Per nta

liatrict Staff
Funds Percentage Funds

alaries & Benefits $ 972 23.9% - $ 66 1.6% $ 26 0.6% $ 1,064 2 .1%

School Administrators
Salaries & Benefit* 193

Teachers
,

Salvies & Benefits
,

Instructional Aides
Saliries

T

& Benefits

. 1,04 ,

kt

, 6

4117N

Consultant.Fees s,

Subs0.tute Costs

1.0

' 37

Teacher Stipendh 19 .

a

Sabbaticals 138

iary Increases 199,
.

er Direct-Costs - .11

. Total Staff I ,r..

t

t7.
.4

two

4,7% 0.0%

46.1%

0.1%

0.2%

0.9%

0.5%

3.4%

4.9%

0.3%

.

5.0%,... .;

.0%

34 0.8% %

30 0.7%

1 0.0%

... 0.0% .

' 040%

- 0.0% -

Development Cost& $'3,.459

-11----.-"----7---

$ 1916$ 414 10.2%-
..

0.1%

7 0.2%

v 270 6.6% 85 2.1%

N

13 0.3% 67 L.6%,
,

--.

7 0.2%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

%

4

193 4.7%

2;229 54.8%

86 . 2.1%

74 1. ate
27 0.71

138 i 3.4%

190! 4.9%
..e

11 4 0.32

$ 4 069 100,0r

a

S..

I

.
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TABLE 44.--Staff Development Costs in the
General Fltulds of the Three School Districts
(In'Thousands of Dollars)

District Staff
Salaries & Benefits

4.
School Administrators
Salaries & Benefits

Teachers
Salaries & Benefits

Instructional Aides
Salaries & Benefits

Consultant Fees

Substitute Costs

Teacher Stipends

Sabbaticals

Salary Inc(eases.

.0ther Direct Cost's

Total Staff
:Dev.elopment Costs

Seaside
School
District

$ 1,542

484

5,451

I

-

43

75-

-

86

870

44 ,

8,595.

Percentage

iverview
hool,

DiatTict Percentage

Union
School
District Percentage

17.9% j 543 21.2% $ 972 28.1%

5.6% 13 4.4% 193 , 5.6%

63.4% 1,279 49.8% 1,874 54.2%

0.0% 7 0.3% 6 0.2%

0.5% .
- 0.0% 10 0.3%

\

0.9% 57 2.2% 37 1.1%

0.0% 168 6.5% 19 .5%

1.0%
I,

.. 158 6.2%
,

138 4.0%

10:1% 205 8.0% ,199 5.8%

0.5% 37 1.4% 11 0.3%

100.0% s $ 2,567 , 100.0% 3,459 100.0%
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TABLE 45.-- Staff Deyelopment Costs in thi
Federal Funde of the, Three School Districts
(In Thousands of Dollars)

District Staff

.

Seaside Riverview -.Union
..

School - School School
District Percentage D,istrict ' Percentage District Percentage

t

i

r

%.1

CO

Salaries & Benefits

School Administrators
Salaries & Benefits

Teachers
Salaries & Benefits

Instructional Aides
Salaries & Benefits

Consultant Fees

Substitute CO8tA

Teacher Stipends

Sabbaticals

Salary Increases\

Other Direct Costs
i

f Total Staff
.

Development Costs

,
1

$ 53

-

232

49

24

41

27

-

-

4

a

$ 430

12.3%

0.0%

54.0%

0.0%

0.9%

100.0%
......-

'$ 794 45.7% $ 66 15.9%

- 0,0% -
. 0,0%

213 12.3% 270 65.2%

36 2.1% 13 3.1%,

i

163 '%.4% 34 8.2%

24 ...1.'4% 30 7.3%

375 21.6% 1 , 0.2%

- 0.0% - 0.0%

- 0.0% - 0.0%

131 7.5% - 0.0%
1

.

$1,736 100.0% $ 414 100.0% A

'ex

1 0 0
L



TABLE 46,--Stiff Developthent Costs in the
Other Funds of the Three School Distriits
(In Thousands of Dollars)

District Staff.

,

Seaside
School
District Percentage

Riverview
School
District Percentage ,

Union
School
District Percentage

Salaries & Benefits $ 43 12.5% $ 168 55.3% $ 26

School Administrators -

Salaries & Benefits - 0.0% - 0:0% - 0.0%

'Teachers
ciEslaries & Benefits 116 33.8% 0.0% 85 43.4%

Instructional Aides
Salaries & Benefits 48 14.0% 0.0% 67 34.2%

Consultant Fees 91 26.5% 49 16.1% 4 2.0%

Substitute Costs 41 12.0% 51 16.8% 7 3.6%

Teacher Stipends t
. 0.0% 29 9.5%

7p

3.6%

Sabbaticals 0.0% - 0.0% - 0.0%

\

Salary Increases 0.0% - 0.0% - 0.0%

Other Direct Costs 4 1.2% 7 2,3% .; - 0.0T

1

Total Staff
Development Costs $ 343 100.0% $ 304 100.0% $ 196 00.0%
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INITIAL INTERVIEW FOR EXPLORING THE NATURE OF STAFF
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Initial Interview for Exploring the Nature of

Staff Development Activities

3-1. What is your name ind position with the school district? What are
your present responsibilities in the school district?

B-2. What previous responsibilities have you had in the school district?

B-3. We want to understand as well as possible how the school district is
organized from the central office down to the schoof level.' Using
the organizational ehart, could you review the structure of the
school.district and explain how things are orsanized?

8-11. Taking the school dl:strict overall, wtat are some of the key ixternal
groups.and organizations that exert at important influence on the way
it operatest (Ask abdut-local or city-wide parents' or citizens'
organizatibria;-the tesithers' organization, state government, univer-
sities with- whiCh:fheAlstrict works closely.)

B-5. In the last five .yea-rs,---are' some major eventa.that have had an
important..mpact on ,thellirectSorn_of the school district? (Probe,

such everli*.e.19,,.t.he..;'epPtceinektof,Ikey personnel, 'Ittrikes, finanCial

crises, s'irij.ffilot.teacheisoinC students for desegregation ,. etc.).
-

B-6. What are thelMajoreTassiTjea;t.:i4tof personnel in the school dis-
trict, either for salari'schtdalefliuglificafion to'Carry ouk.

-

'various jobs, or ror other purpoSee2.:.-3.104t .cloupeafs_are available
that describe central Office c1assiffeafSpIOJAft".ligderStanding-of
this system will,be generally helpfuljn40fttietcanairig..organizational
procedure& that influence the nature:ot*taerileelbpitOnf ml its

. .09,.
costs.)

!A-

Refer to Appendix D (wbich.lists some typical staff development
factivities) and to the school district organizational chart.
Review the departments within the central office (or other admin-
istrative offices above the building level); describe any activi-
ties that are initiated-by any of these departments that might fit
our definition of staff develophent. Who shoUld be interviewed to
obtaiminformation about each type of activity identified? (Also

ask whether there are any documeras that might help you understand
either the nature of distriCt-initiated staff development activities or
their costs.)

B-8. Refer to Appendix D (which lists some typical staff development
activities) and to the school district organizational chart.
Review tho staff development activities initiated at the school
:building level that might fit our definition of staff development
What persons might be interviewed to find out more about each
area of activity identified? (As part of the questioning about
staff development at the building level, ask whether there are
any documents that might help us understand either the nature of
school-initiated staff development activities or their costs.)

-183-



3-9 . To find out more about staff development activities,at the school
building.levdl we are going to be visiting a sample.of schools. '

We want to choose schools that have a variety of different staff-
development activities and that are representative of the-district
as a whole. Several factors migbt be considered in groUping scboole,

' from which to sample: the ektent of specially funded state or
fedeçal governmint programs, the initiative taken by the building
principal in sett/44w staff development experiences,,t1)e various
type of schools (elementary,.secondary, magnet, special education,
vocational, etc.),,and any special circumstances that might affect
staff development activity (creation of new schooleip, change of
princiPalav staff transfer fOr racial balance, etc.),

a. What might be the important factoils which should be LI

considered in grouping the schools from whi,ch to'
draw our:samples?.

b. What'documents or information sources exist to help
us to groUp or categorize the schools in these .rays?

For instance: a directory of schools with location

and principal's name, enrollment and staffing fieres
for each school,lists of special programs (e.g.,

Title I). by school.

B-10. We are interested in understanding the-system by which teachers at

the building level receive salary increases for completing educa-i

tional courses, either those offerd externally or those o*fered

.within the school system. Who should be interviewed to help us
understand thin system more fully and to get statistical irtorma
tion about the rate at which credits are being accumulated,' the

number of persons receiving increases, etc.?

B-11. Considering the type-of tost'information-We are trying to gather,
:what people, budget documents, expenditure summaries, etc. are
ybu'aware of thatyould help us? Are there program people who
k4ep tbeir oWn finanoial records who might be helpful to us?

se.

-184 -
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APPENDIX C

INITIAL INTERVIEW CONCERNING THE SCHOOL -DISTRICT'S
FINANCIAL SYSTEM

-4

4

9 t



Initial IntervitylConcerning the School District's

Financial System

C-1. What is your name and position in the school district? What are'your
present Tesponsibilities within the school district?

C-2. What prfvious responsibilities have you had within the school district?

C-3. What are the Various departments and individuals who have responsibill-
.

ties related to lnancial matters in the school district? Whit Wthey
do?

C-4. Review the following:

a. The purposes of the study as described in Appendix D.

b. The types of-financial information that we would like to
have available.

c. The types of financial analyses that we want to Conduct.

(Given what you are trying to accomp1ish4 determine what types of finan-
cial budgets and statements the school: district maintains that might
provide you with the information you neA4.)

What specific documents will help US carry out trie study? What pro--
blems do you see in terms of differences between the inforMation we
need and what is available?

,

C-5. We want to pick a twelive-month,period tO study in the cost analysis
tbr which complete financial-4ata are available. Generally, the most
recent completed fisdal year is best1 .What do you suggest?

C-6. Who else in the district wOuld know about financial informatioln that is
available and would be able to help us get the data we need? Who is
in charge of each specific fund?

C-7. From your knowledge of the district, what types of activities are gOing
on that would fit.our definition Of staff development? Who would know
more about the activitiesHyoeve_identified?

C-8. In the financial budgets and the end-of-theLyear statements, wilene,wotld
we find the followingeXpenses? Are they .peparate dioject* bodes in the
budget or parts of other object codes?

Sabbaticdls

b. Substittte teachers used to provide relewse time for
inserviCe 'or staff development

c. Conference costs
1

-L8 7



d. Travel for staff development

1

e. Stipends to teachers for ;workshops
,

f. Tuition reimbursements-to teachers

g. Consultants leading staff development activIties

h. The individual salaries of 9strict staff who are staff development
leaders

i. Costs of training materials

j. subtotal's of imlarle6 for different types of personnel (elementary/
secondary teachers, building admiriistrators4 aides).

k. Fringe benefits

,

44
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APPENDIX D

HATT EXPLXINING THE STUDY AND DETAILED QUESeIONS
AB T SPECIFIC ORGANIZATIONAL ROUTINES ENTATiINO:

STAFF DEVELOPMENT
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BTA7'r MEMO/a

We are carrying out a Study Of teadheristarf development .in this

_

-. school district. wsI. intierested in identifying the varieti of

activities in tile distritt that migbt be considered taff development

in understanding how theyswork, d in estimating thiir costs in terms

of time and. money,

We are focusing our study on qlose actiVitles that took place during

the last complete geom.." year in the district. -

Our'working definition of teacher staff develcppent is as follows:

"tny activity op the district or school building lievol that is intended,

partl)Aor primar4y to prepare teachers for.improved performance in

present or possible future roles in the Achool.district."

Below are some types of staff developmentaCtivities that we have

encountered in other schools districts and soPe specific exaMples of

r.

each type of activity. These should be useN1 in stimulating your
1

.thinkfhg,so that you,can help 111 identify staff development activiti;s

'in the school district:

Receiving on-the-job advice and feedback.
Such as -- advisory assistance giiien to teachers in the classroom.

-- feedback to teachers on their performance, as in thy\
school's staff evaluation process.

Participating as a learner in atructured experiences oaside of
the context of regular job duties.
Such as -- workshops, seminars, course, inservice sessions

(including single meetings or aeries of meetings).
- - professional meetings and conventions.

Sharipg and analyzing problems and ideas with peers.
Such as -- regular staff or.department meetings.

- -committee work that involves staff developient

Observing the job 6ctiVitiee of others.
Such as.-- visits by teachers to other classrooMs, scools,

or Programs.

-191-
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s. 'Teaching other staff or super ising.other stuff,in wiys that'

.,"14volve $tatt developkent.
. Such al -. Srotstirs depai-tten chairmarfship dosignedlo ,

Ve-peoplea-chance bo explore-new ideas by-

i being fried fromyteaching.- . -.. , .

Systematically pla4n4 mnd/or,trying'outla.new approach.
Such as --'joint.Plihning or collaboration On a special project.

-- planning a nsjurriou2.
--4pilot teachiinew course

information to improve -onel-s- skill* and..knowlsdge.
reiearch :conducted in the school.or community.
formilly-*upported sabbaticals.
Teleased time to visit a teachers' centef.

I'e

Seeking
Such as

*

Internng in a job primarily t.o deyelop new skills.

For each specific activity we identifi, we are interested in obtainin

the.answers to the following questions; 44,

-.

D41. 414at is a good phrase to briefly descri* this activity?

DL-2, What people are involved in it as "leaders and as "learners"?

D,-3. How is the activity planned apd how much me ivinvolved?

How is th4 activity carrfet,out and how much time is invOlved?

10,-5. What types of funds support the leaders and learnqrs in this
act:ivity? Is there any special funding.involved? !

D-6. Are, teachers released from classes to-participate in this
activity: 'If so, how are classes covered?. ,

D-7. ,Are thFe any direct costs associated with this activity?

w
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Nita, tIiiiieaiic ióngt
11....mt1ntig_ ti.l1nj litsi.ffle 1 o nt

Thefhandout on the preceding page contains a generil.list of questions

that you 'want, interviewees to answirescribing sfeoiric start develop-
.

mentlroutines. BeloW, we present a tax*, detailed list of

ydt pould be able to answer as result of an interview'.

questions that

Often , inter-

.viewees wiAl supply the answer to th# detailed questlons.in response to

a gensral question or prollide answers to One question when you ask another.
.

No

A

Of course, you need hot repeat questions that have alr'eady been answered.

You should also be certain that by the end of.the interview you have

Obtained answers to all of the'detaned questions.

.

What is good phrise to briefly destribehis activity?

D-21 What psople are involved in this activity as "leaders" and
"learners"?

a. Who are the people (by name or posit'ion) that play a part
as "leaders" in setting up or carrying Out this activity?
What is thiir particular part in the activity?

b. Who are the people who are involved in.the activity,as
"learners"? How many of them are therel

How is the activity planned and how,m14cla t4me is involved?.
; A

D-3 .

a. What is the purpose of the activity? .

b. Think about the following categories of people and
4gescribe any important role that they-have In planning
M1Whd decision-making.

claitified personnel
clsliimpom teachers
prctersionaI specialists at the.
*beuilding level
building administrators
central office program Specialists.
other central office professional staff
parents
students
others



.11 .

so. Noyiumob time' do each of the people involved in pl.rrniñj
spend on It? TrObe'ror examples.

D- Nov ,is the activity carried out and hpw much time is involved?

a. What do thy leaderi and learners actually do in these
sessions? Describe some specific times when it was
carried tut.

b. Does the a;tivity make-any significant uie of the following
types of methods bohich are alreadylisted in the,handout
explaining the study):

receiving on-the7Spb- advice and feedback
participating 'is a learner in structured

experiences ouiside the context of
regular job*duties

sharing aneanalyting problems and ideas
with peers

observing the job actiiiitits of others
teaching other staff or supervising other

staff in ways that involve staff develop-,
ment

systematically planning and/or trying out
a-new approach,

seeking information to impro1/4 one's skills
and knowledge

4interning in a job primarily to devtlop 'new
skills

Probe for-examples of methodi that are frequently used or
were judged especially effective.

c. How many "sessions" of this actiirity are carried out (hiring
a week? During a year? How long is each session?

d. At What time of the day are these sessions held? Is that
before, duripg, or after the regular school day?'

e. Were anY activities held dui-ing the summer/

D-5. What types of funda support'the leaders and learners In this
.activity? .

From'what source'are the leaders paid their Yegular salaries?
.Include.district, federal, state or other special funds.

b. Are leaders compensated above their regular salaries for
participating in any part of this activity? Where do
these funds come from?

c. From what source are the learners paid their regular salaries?
Include district, federal, state, or other ipecial

95

a

6



d. /s the time that learners spend on thiractivity considered
part of 'their reviler responsibilities, do they do it -

toluntaray ovtside of regular responsibilities, or are
they paid-specially-for-it?../f they are paid sprially,
what is the nature and source of this funding?.

101.16. Are teachers released ;roe claeses to participate ip this'
activity? If $o, how air. thi'classes covered?

a. If sUbstitute ere involved, who calls them in and from
what tunds are they.paid?

b. fiplf many substitutes were usel for thisplirpose in the .

lastliscal year?
.1

E1-7 Are there any direct costs assoclited with this activity?

a. Be sure to ask about, consultants, training mateflals,
space rentils, travel expenses, and other direct costs.

,
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Interview Format for District Leaders of Staff Develo-- ht

11-1. What is your name and present position'in the schoolpdiqrict?

4/
What kinds of responsibilities do Ybit hive presently? ,Fbr ox-'
ample, how have you spent your time in the last flew weeks?

3,2. What previous responsibilities have you had in the school dis-
trict?

I.

1-3. (Refer to the organisationil chart.) How do,your present kosi-
tion and responsibilities relate to others in your department .

or division?. -

S.

1101. Look at the handout explaining the study, which lists some ex-
amples of typical staff development activities. (This handoa
is contained in Appendix D). Think of the staff development
.activities like thine that you are involved in or know about:
For each one, respond to Questions D-1 through D-7, listed in
the handout (The interviewer should probe by using the more
detailed set of questions contained in the last part of
Appendix D.)

3-5. Do you have any documents which describe any of these activi-
ties and/or include specific information we need? For instance,

' lists of workshops, nuMber of participants.

B-6. Do you have your own budget or maintain your own financial re-
cords? How do they relate to the school district's budget
statement and expenditure summary? For the fiscal year We are
studying, explain, how your funds were spent. Which items or'
parts of items were\spent on the staff development aCtivitiet
you described?.

40
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pltervlev Tbripat for School Staff

F-1. What is your.name and-what are your present duties it the achool?
How long have you been at this school? What other positions
have yOu held with the school district.in this or other sObools?

F-2. (For principals onli.) For the following categories of people,
how many do you have on your staff and from'what sources are,
they paid?

a. classroom-teachers
b. teacher aides
c. administrators
d. special resource staff, such as counselors,-

reading resource teachers, etc.

F-3. (For*principals only.) Of.the staff you described,are there
any who have responsibilities for assisting. teachers?-.

LoOk at the handout explailOng tbe study., which lists some
examples of typical staff development activities.. (Thic-
handOut iscontained in Appendix D.) Think of the staff

4 development activities like these that you are involved in
or know about. Foi each 7e, respond to Questions D-1
through D-7., listea in the)handouto (The interviewer should
probe by using the more detaiied set of questions cont inea
in the last'lDart of Appendix D.)

4'

7
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Staff DeVeiopmseit Aotit

D4 Title of Activity
01

..

a

1)-20. What people are involved in this activity as "leaders" and "feainers

D-3. Rav'is the activity planned and how much time is involved?

4

.,.
D_L. Avw is the abtivity carried Out and how much'time4sinvolvidi

What.type Of funds.support the leaders and learners in this activity?

Is there any special.funding involved?

D.:6; .Are teachers released; from classes to participate 'in this activity?

hoW are classes covered? *

0.4. Are there any diAct costs associated with this activity?



G-2. Oloimilation Form for Tim, Sti*ct

Acti t"

\

School/Department!

Activity!

. vColumn Nd. 1 2 3
ft

. Activity

Leaders/
Planners
And
NuMber
Involvid'

Learners

And
Number
Involved

When
Held.

Hours Sessions
Per. Per

.Session Year
.

'Leader. Learner
Hour, Staff Staff
Per Dev. Dev. Fund
Year 'Hours Hours:. Source

,

.1

2 n 3



School/Department t

'Act i

Column No .

1.

i.
4

,

6 7 r.9 10 11

Attivity

,

Leadere4
Plaxiner I

And I .,,,

Number /

Invo1

Lea ere

An. .

Nlisiber

illVo1ved

.
total

:. Leader

Staff,

Dev. .

Hours

Total

Learner

Staff
Dev.

HoUrs.

Tot al

Leader.
HoUrs

kvail-
. able
i . Year

e%tl.
Learner

Hours
Avail-

Able
1 Year

_

total
-Leader

Saliries
And .

Benefits

Total
Learner
Salaries
And.. . ,

Benefits

Totai
Leeder
.Staft

Novel .

Cc:4AI'.

'Tbt4
Leerier
Staff
Dora..
Costs

\

.

.

.1. _ CO.

.
.

. -
..

. ,

.
: .., I.

.
.

. .
IV! ...'

.

A

.
. .

.

'..T..

-
..

t

.

N

I

a

.
.

.

.

.

.
. 1

. .

.
'.

. .

.

r

.

t )

o

,

.

,

i

. *
&

.

.

7

.

.

.
,
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2.11.1._1922110.121.112.0L11.SW
Other Coate r

r /
Deader Associated Colits

/1

7

Seh°01/D.P4rtment:_ _

Activity: 141

.0111

.

Description/
,

.

Amount-Per Year . .

,

.,

.
.

........_,....._

.
.

.
,

.
.

.

. tea
._ . . .. ,,.

Leai-ner Associated Costs

Descl'iption Amount Pet Year

Total

Other Direct Costs
(

)1

Description Amounti Per Year

Total
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